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From: Curtis, Tim

To: Acevedo, Alex; Berry, Melissa; Castro, Lorraine; Gleason, Teri; Hemby, Karen; McPherson, Mercedes A; Ruenger,
Subject: FW: Withdrawal [8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019]

Date: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 4:01:27 PM

Importance: High

For file.

Thanks,

Tim Curtis

From: Paul E. Gilbert <pgilbert@beusgilbert.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 11:31 AM

To: Lane, Jim <JLane@ScottsdaleAZ.Gov>; Thompson, Jim <J/Thompson@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Grant,
Randy <RGrant@Scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: Klapp, Suzanne <SKlapp@scottsdaleaz.gov>; Korte, Virginia <VKorte @Scottsdaleaz.gov>;
Littlefield, Kathy <KLittlefield @Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Milhaven, Linda <LMilhaven@scottsdaleaz.gov>;
Phillips, Guy <GPhillips@Scottsdaleaz.gov>; Whitehead, Solange <SWhitehead @Scottsdaleaz.gov>;
Court Rich <CRich@roselawgroup.com>; Stephen Weiss <stevew @sovereigngc.com>; Macey Weiss
<weiss@vestmont.com>; mike leary <michaelpleary@cox.net>; Dennis Newcombe
<dnewcombe@beusgilbert.com>

Subject: Withdrawal [8-ZN-2019 & 5-AB-2019]

Importance: High

/\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
All:

The undersigned represents the applicant in connection with the above two-
referenced matters, which are scheduled to be heard by the City Council today,
January 21, 2020.

I have been authorized by the applicant to formally withdraw both of these cases
and request that they be deleted from the City Council agenda for tonight’s hearing.

Thank you.

Paul

Paul E. Gilbert

Beus GiLeert M cGRODER PLLC
701 North 44th Street | Phoenix, AZ 85008
Direct: 480.429.3002 | Main: 480.429.3000 | Fax: 480.429.3100

Email: PGilbert@beusgilbert.com
Secretary: Jeanette Williams | 480.429.3102 | JWilliams@beusgilbert.com



This.message may contain confidential and privileged information. If it has been sent to you in error,
please reply to advise the sender of the error and then immediately delete this message.



Lisa A. Atkins
Commissioner

Douglas A. Ducey
Governor

Arizona State Land Department

1616 West Adams, Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 542-4631

December 11, 2019

City of Scottsdale Planning Commission
3939 North Drinkwater Boulevard
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251

RE:  Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch; 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Dear Chair Alessio and Commissioners:

On behalf of the Arizona State Land Department (“ASLD”), I am following up on our previous letter
to you from Commissioner Lisa A. Atkins dated November 11, 2019 regarding the subject matter.
During the interim, ASLD met with the applicant and their representatives and had discussions with
representatives from the City of Scottsdale’s Transportation and Planning departments. As a result of
those interactions, we have received the attached correspondence which addresses and mitigates our
previous concerns. Accordingly, the purpose of this letter is to withdraw our previous objection and
recommendation of Planning Commission denial of the subject cases.

Sincerely,

cputy State Land Commissioner

attachments

Serving Arizona’s Schools and Public Institutions Since 1915
www.AzLand.gov



12/9/2019 State of Arizona Mail - Applications 5-AB-2019 and 8-ZN-2019

L ]
G M ' I Mark Edelman <medelman@azland.gov>

bylian x_'_:‘lx'

Applications 5-AB-2019 and 8-ZN-2019

1 message

Paul E. Gilbert <pgilbert@beusgilbert.com> Wed, Dec 4, 2019 at 12:45 PM
To: Randy Grant <RGrant@scottsdaleaz.gov>, Tim Curtis <tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Cc: Mark Edelman <medelman@azland.gov>, Paul Peterson <ppeterson@azland.gov>, Dennis Newcombe
<dnewcombe@beusgilbert.com>

Dear Randy and Tim:

As you are aware, the undersigned represents the Applicant in connection with the above-
referenced applications to be heard by the Planning Commission on December 11, 2019.

As you are also aware from previous conversations and as specifically mentioned in your Staff
Report, it is the intent of the Applicant to restrict their request for the abandonment of the GLO
easement on'the eastern boarder of the property to 8-feet, thus leaving a balance of 25-feet of
the GLO easement for future right-of-way to accommodate access to the State Land parcel
located to the south of the subject parcel.

It has recently been called to our attention by Mark Edelman with the State Land Department
that the Planning Staff understood this revision was to be handled by stipulation.

In order to avoid any confusion and to make the Applicant’s intent crystal clear, we wish to go
on record as stating that we are requesting a formal amendment to the subject abandonment
application and concomitant rezoning application requests in amending the GLO
abandonment on the east side to an of 8-foot abandonment request.

Going forward, it is our intent to have the City treat the referenced applications as being
amended to the 8-foot GLO abandonment as described herein.

Please feel free to call me if you have any further questions.

Paul

Paul E. Gilbert

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=cbbd8624a0&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1652019662695389219%7Cmsg-%3A1652019662695...  1/2




12/9/2019 State of Arizona Mail - Applications 5-AB-2019 and 8-ZN-2019

Beus Giusert McGroper pLLC

701 North 44th Street | Phoenix, AZ 85008

Direct: 480.429.3002 | Main: 480.429.3000 | Fax: 480.429.3100

Email: PGilbert@beusgilbert.com

Secretary: Jeanette Williams | 480.429.3102 | JWilliams@beusgilbert.com

This message may contain confidential and privileged information. If it has been sent to you in error, please reply to
advise the sender of the error and then immediately delete this message.

hitps://mail.google.com/mail/u/07ik=cbbd8624a0&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1652019662695389219%7Cmsg-f%3A1652019662695... ~ 2/2



12/9/2019 State of Arizona Mail - 5-AB-2019 and 8-ZN-2019 Applications

@
G ™Ml ' Mark Edelman <medelman@azland.gov>

by Cionmle

5-AB-2019 and 8-ZN-2019 Applications

1 message

Kercher, Phillip <pker@scottsdaleaz.gov> Mon, Dec 9, 2019 at 5:27 PM

To: "medelman@azland.gov" <medelman@azland.gov>
Cc: "Curtis, Tim" <tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov>, "Grant, Randy" <RGrant@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Mark:

The City of Scottsdale Transportation Department's position relative to the 5-AB-2019 abandonment request is that we
believe that retaining a 50 foot wide total GLOPE easement will be adequate to contain a 28 foot wide roadway with
sidewalk on both sides. This street cross section is consistent with our Local Collector, Rural/ESL Character, standard
(Figure 5-3.16 of our Design Standards and Policies Manual) and has a capacity of 5,000 vehicles per day. Currently
there is a 33-foot wide GLOPE easement on each sides of the parcel boundary that connects McDowell Mountain Ranch
Road to the State Land parcel in question. With respect to ASLD site access, the Loop Road on Thompson Peak
Parkway at the southern end of the site could potentially be reconfigured to provide additional access if the connection to
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road is does not provide enough capacity.

If you have any questions or concerns feel free to contact me to discuss.
Phillip H. Kercher, PE, P.T.O.E.
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING MANAGER

CITY OF SCOTTSDALE
480-312-7645

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=cbbd8624a0&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1652490396575892155%7Cmsg-f%3A1652490396575...

n



McCIaz, Doris

From: McClay, Doris

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 8:30 AM

To: Castro, Lorraine

Cc: Curtis, Tim

Subject: FW: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility
Lorraine

Could you make copies of the letter and put it on the dais?

Doris

From: Kuester, Kelli <KKuester@Scottsdaleaz.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 8:26 AM

To: John Dietel <jpd480@cox.net>

Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>; McClay, Doris <DMcClay@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Subject: RE: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

Mr. Dietel,

Thank you for emailing Mayor Lane and the City Councilmembers and taking the time to share your input. Senior
Planner, Doris McClay, is copied on this email should you have any questions and can include your comments in the case
file

Kelli Kuester

Management Assistant to the Mayor

3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Scottsdale, AZ 85251
kkuester@scottsdaleaz.gov

(480) 312-7977

From: John Dietel <jpd480@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 5:33 PM

To: Planning Commission <Planningcommission@scottsdaleaz.gov>
Cc: City Council <CityCouncil@scottsdaleaz.gov>

Subject: ESLO change to MMR senior living facility

A\ External Email: Please use caution if opening links or attachments!
| recently learned that the owner/developer of this proposed facility in MMR is trying to sneak in a change at the last
minute allowing a waiver of ESLO requirements. | would imagine this is to solely save money on their end and
unfortunately most likely reflects how they will treat residents too. | am sick and tired of wealthy people trying to
subvert the rules and government tacitly allowing it. You should hold yourselves and those who want to live in do
business in the city accountable and do the right thing which seems to be just lip service these days. Asa MMR resident,
this is probably something that won’t affect me directly, but that doesn’t mean it isn’t right, and voter apathy isn’t right
either, which is why | took the time to write you this message and hope you hold them accountable to their original
plans that were shared with the local community in good faith.

Regards,

John Dietel



Curtis, Tim _

Wednesday, September 25, 2019 11:02 AM

McClay, Doris '

FW: Planning Commission Public Comméent (response #149)

“From: Planining Commission- <Planningcommission @scottsdaleaz.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019:9:39 AM :

" To: Curtis, Tim <tcurtis@scottsdaleaz.gov> |

Subject Planning Commission Public Comment (response #149)

| Planning Commission Pubhc Comment (response #149)
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Comme‘nt:

| am concerned about a project coming to light at the:
east entrance to WestWord, referring to the request to
build a 5-acre residential development there. -
WestWorld is too valuable of ah asset to our tourism
industry and as a revenue stream for the-city to allow
residential encroachment that might threaten its
effectiveness. | hope you will contifiue to recognize the |-

iimportance. of WestWorld asyou consider this request.

And ultimately, | hope you will deny it. Thanks for your
consideration. With respect, Don Hénninger Executive
director, SCOTT
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First 8. Last Name ' ‘ Don Henmnger

AND ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS

Email: ' donh@scottsdale com

Phone: '_ | (480) 650-2025

Address: o 8202 E. Del Camino Dr,, Scottsdale, 85258

Example: 3939 N. Drinkwater Blvd, Séott_sdale 85251
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September 20, 2019

Paul Alessio

Chairman

Scottsdale Planning Commission .

3939 Drinkwatet Boulevard
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Dear C‘hairmau Alessio:

. We are disappointed and extremely concérned at an item that has quietly made its way
onto youragenda. It has to-do with jeopardizing the City’s and taxpayef investments in
. WestWorld with a proposal to put residential use on a 5-acre parcel on McDowell Mountain
‘Ranch Road, at the éast entrance to WestWorld.

e ~ Asthe three signature users of WestWorld that collectively have spent tens of millzons of

E dollars to help.drive Scottsdale tourism, e cannot understand the policy of supporting .

residential uses near one of City’s key arcas of commerce. The more residential there is néar
WestWorld the more complaints there are about noise, traffic and, in the case of equesm S}
events, odor. We have evidence:of that a$ the result of one-of the Cxty s regrettable zoning
decisions-years ago allowmg a large residential development at the northern tip of WestW arld on
Bell Road Why would it want to repeat. such a mistake now? ‘ :

We are not opposed to rezonings in the area. For example, last year another parcel on
McDowell Mountain Ranch Road was approved for a storage facility. Such a place will
obviously not be full of residents who may complain. ‘

. {

If this is-not sufficient policy rationale to deny or delay this request — one-the applicant
has not had the courtesy to reach out to-us about - here is'another. This appears to be the first
private-sector development in Scottsdale’s history that would bé éxempt from the city’s ESLO
ordinance. Allowing this'would lead to many more owners askmg for removal of their property
‘from ESL.

The decision to designate-plans as ESL was an important community wide effort and any
removal of property from ESL deserves extensive public input. Disturbingly, we have discovered
inconsistences within their formal application with the City that causes concern for us and the-
neighboring communities. In their public notice to Neighboring Property Owners and Interested
Parties that was sent on April 26,2019, the applicant states their request for a change in zoning
from R1-35 PCD ESL (Single-family Residential within a Planned Community District in
Environmentally Sensitive Lands) to C-O PC ESL (Commercial Oftice within a Planned
Comrnunity District in Environmentally Sensitive Lands). But within the submitted application
with the City the applicant has refoved the ESL component in their rezoning request. This has
prevented a community from weighingin regarding this important policy decision to remove
lands from ESL. Additional community outreach is required to adequately inform the




surrounding property owners that have abided by the current zoning requirements. At a
minimum, the applicant should be required to re-notice their case to inform the public of this
dramatic precedent-setting request. Please delay your decision to allow this to occur.

We ask this application be denied for the foregoing reasons, or, at a minimum, to be
postponed so both we and the City can properly evaluate a proposal that has far more
implications than what n conveyed to you to date.

Sincerely,

Craig Jackson
CEO, Barrett-Jacksoif Auction Company

Tarvl O
Scotisd:

Jogle 1 Mk

Douyg Hals 7
Scotisdale Quarterhorse S!ow

Arabian Morse Show

cC: Mayor Jim Lane, jlane@ scottsdaleaz gov
Vice Mayor Linda Milhaven, Imilhaven@ scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Suzanne Klapp, sklapp@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Virginia Korte, vkorie@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Kathy Littlefield, klittlefield @scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilman Guy Phillips, gphillips@scottsdaleaz.gov
Councilwoman Solange Whitehead, S Whitehead @ Scottsdaleaz.gov

City Manager Jim Thompson, JThompson@ scottsdaleaz.gov
Planning Director Randy Grant, rgrant@ScottsdaleAZ.gov

Planning Commission Vice Chair Prescott Smith
Commissioner Kevin Bollinger

Commissioner Ali Fakih

Commissioner Renee Higgs

Commissioner Larry Kush

Commissioner Christian Serena



Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive  cell (480) 991-1111
Scottsdale, Arizona 85255 michaelpleary@cox.net
DATE: August 14, 2019

TO: Neighboring Property Owners and Interested Parties

FROM: Mike. Leary, Development Consultant M

RE: Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch - responses to 27 review letter attached

HiDoris thanks for the help. ML



APPLICANT RESPONSES TO 2"° REVIEW COMMENTS

RE: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch

The Planning & Development Services Division has.completed the review of the above referenced
development application submitted on 7/1/19. The following 2™ Review Comments represent the
review performed by our team and is intended to provide you with guidance for compliance with city
codes, poiicies, and guidelines related to this application.

Zoning Ordinance and Scottsdale Revise Code Significant Issues

The foliowing code and ordinance related issues have been identified in the second review of this
application and shall be addressed in the resubmittal of the revised applicatioh material. Addressing
these items s critical to scheduling the application for public hearing and may affect the City Staff’s
recommendation. The abandonment case 5-AB-2019 could proceed through the process without the
zoning case. Please address the following:

2001 General Plan;

1.

The General Plan Community Mobility Element (Goal 6) emphasizes the importance of providing
access via alternative routes in the event that other access points or routes are not possible. The
subject site is located north of, and adjacent to, State Lands parcel 217-14-984A - a parcel with access
that is limited to McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. Currently, access to this parcél is provided through
General Land Office Easements (GLO's) fof which the subject property is seeking to abandon (5-AB-
2019). With a resubmittal, provide documentation and exhibits confirming the provision of access to
parcel 217-14-984A will continue as a result of this proposal. Please work with adjacent properties to
provide master access plan. See additional ¢irculation comments below. Response: Per recent
discussions with staff the project can absorb the reservation of the eastern 20’/30’ of the GLO or
the dedication of a 20’/30’ right-of-way or a 20’/30’ access easement. 20'/30’ would not impact the
south parking lot by using the one-way diagona! layout allowed under the parking section of the
zoning ordinance and illustrated on the revised site plan.

Zoning:

2.

Specialized residential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 80 beds per gross acre and Minimal
residential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 40 units per gross acre (Section 5.2203). These
sections are not calculated cumulatively. If'there is a mix of Specialized and Minimal on a property,
staff has applied the more restrictive Minimal requirement to the entire site. The site plan has the
maximum aliowed on each of these based on 5.658 gross acres which is the entire property. Please

revise the calculations.on the site plan. Response: Done

NAOS slope analysis states that the Rio Verde Cahal and existing washes are not included in the slope
analysis calculations. Please revise the slope analysis to include these areas (Zoning Ordinance Section
6.1060.2). Slope analysis table under number 3 has the maximum slope at 19776.56%. Please clarify
this maximum slope and add the Lower Desert landform to this table. Response: As ESL designation
is being removed, NAOS calculations no longer apply.

Please provide the area of the proposed NAOS within the Existing GLOPE easement and the dimension
and provide the actual square footage of the Rio Verde canal area proposed as NAOS. Revised NAOS



plan shows 30,734 square feet of undisturbed, but the NAOS calculations show 49,815 square feet of
undisturbed NAOS. (Zoning Ordinance Section 6.1060.D). If GLO is not abandoned NAOS relocation
will be necessary. Response: As ESL designation is being removed, NAOS calculations no longer

apply.

5. Zoning Ordinance 6.1060.8.4 states that a reduction can be taken for historically designated site (2
to 1). In order to be applicable, this area would have to be rezoned to the Historic Property overlay.
Zoning Ordinance 6.1060.B.3 states that there can be a reduction in the required NAOS for scarred
areas, but that this reduction cannot increase the maximum 30% disturbed for the required NAOS.
Please revised the NAOS plan to comply with this section. Response: As ESL is being removed, HP
2:1 credit no longer applies.

Circulation:

6. Please be advised a dedication of an additional 5 feet along the McDowell Mountain Ranch Road
frontage for a total minimum right-of-way dedication of 50 feet from monument line to property
line - Suburban Major Collector (DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10) will be
required. Please revise all plans to show this dedication and revise all calculations including open
space and NAOS. Response: 45’ exists, is consistent with other properties in the area including
Graythorn to the north. The project layout has no flexibility to absorb 5’ more.

SWITIHE
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7. Please show the completion of the Major Collector cross section along the McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road site frontage — two lanes each direction, bike lanes, center two-way left-turn lane.
Match the existing completed cross section to the east (DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code
Sec. 47-10). Response: Done

8. Please be advised construction of an 8-foot wide sidewalk along the McDowell Mountain Ranch
Road frontage, separated from the back of curb except at headwall locations or at other obstacles
will be required (DSPM Sec. 5-3.110). Please show on revised plans. Response: Per our previous 1%
letter response, there is only 9’ of right-of-way back of curb so a 4’ landscape strip cannot be
provided with an 8’ sidewalk. A 5’ sidewalk is adequate, appropriate and consistent with the
sidewalk width to the east in front of the gas station and storage facility. A 5’ sidewalk can
accommodate the preferred 4’ landscape strip back-of-curb to avoid what occurred on the north



10.

11.
12,

side of MMRR in front of Graythorn as shown below.

GRAYTHORN

In a possible exchange of existing 33’ GLO right-of-way, please be advised a dedication of 30 feet of
public right-of-way is necessary to provide access to the south. DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised
Code Sec. 47-10 will be required. Proposed NAOS must be removed from any dedicated right-of-way.
Please revise all plans to show this right-of-way dedication. Response: As ESL is being removed, NAOS
calculations no longer apply.

Please be advised construction of a Local Commercial street along the eastern property line will be
required with a minimum 24 feet of pavement width, curb and gutter, and a 6-foot-wide sidewalk along
the site frontage DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10. Response: Per recent
discussions with staff, no improvements are proposed as the ultimate determination of providing
improved access to the ASLD parcel is unknown. The design constraints are significant and would
run contrary to City standards and policies - the inadequate driveway (138’) spacing from 99™ Place
driveway, the lack of dedicated right-of-way on the adjoining Thomas property, the removal of a
significant length of the old Rio Verde Canal, and drainage impacts on the ASLD property.

as the ASLD parcel is the only beneficiary of MMRR access.

On the request for abandonment of the GLOPE easements, the City does not support this
abandonment on the property without a local street plan approved for the area that includes
providing public access to the State Land to the south. Please work with the adjacent properties to
provide this public access. Response: Per recent discussions with staff, reserving the eastern 30’/20’
of the GLO, or dedication of 30°/20’ right-of-way or dedication of a 30’/20’ access easement is
acceptable. The project can absorb the 30’/20’ but no more as it would further impact the project’s
south parking lot.



13. Please be advised SRC 48-7, 47-10, + 49-219: Off-site transportation, stormwater, +:water resources
improvements along property frontages to existing supporting infrastructure, with associated
. dedications; required. Update site plan with off-site improvements accordingly. Response: Done

Fire:

14. Minimum fire lane width is 24 feet (Fire Ord 4283 503.2.1). Please demonstrate compliance on the
site plan. Response: We are still discussing with Flre a 20’ wide option for the one-way access. Scott
Stanek has stated that he will accept a stipulation the reads “a 24’ wide fire lane shall be provided
unless otherwise reduced by the Fire Department” or language to that effect.

Archaeology:

15. Archaeology survey are still under review. Comments-will be forthcoming. The shown preservation of
the Verde Canal resource is a benefit to this project. Response: The Verde Canal is being preserved
s0 no comments are anticipated at this late date.

Significant Policy Related Issues

The following policy related issues have been identified in the first review of this application. While these
issues may not be critical to scheduling the application for public hearing, they may affect the City Staff's
recommendation pertaining to the application and should be addressed with the resubmittal of the
revised application material. Please address the following:

Site Design:

To address these comments, sngmﬁcant changes afe anticipated to the proposed building footprint and

the site plan.

16. DSPM 2-1.309: Required Number of Non-Residential, Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Non-Residential,
Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Residential developments shall provide a commercial refuse enclosure
for every 20 units. For this development, this equates to 22 commercial refuse enclosures.
Alternatively, compactors may be used as an alternative to refuse or recycling containers. To
determine adequacy and site:location of compactors, if proposed, please provide the following on the
site plan, compactor: :

e Type

e Capacity - Compactor capacity conversion equating to the city’s required 1 enclosure for every
20 units.

e location

o Place the refuse compactor container and approach pad so that the refuse truck route to
and from the public street has a minimum unobstructed vertical clearance of thirteen (13)
feet six (6) inches (fourteen 14 feet is recommended), and unobstructed minimum vertical
clearance above the concrete approach slab and refuse compactor container storage area
concrete slab of twenty-five (25) feet.

o Place the refuse compactor container in a location that does not require the bin to be
maneuvered or relocated from the bin’s storage location to be |oaded on to the refuse
truck.

o Provide a refuse compactor container approach area that has a minimum width of
fourteen (14) feet and length of sixty {60) feet in front of the container.



o Demonstrate path of travel for refuse truck accommodates a minimum vehicle turning
radius of 45’, and vehicle length of 40’.

Response: 2 trash compactors will be provided onsite. Calculations are shown on the site
plan. The total required capacity is 33 cubic yards based upon the number of units. One 6
cubic yard compactor and one 4 cubic yard compactor have a total capacity of 40 cubic
yards. ° '

17. DSPM 2-1.310: Update site plan with a 6-foot width accessible pedestrian route from the main entry
‘of the development to each abutting public/private street that provides a pedestrian sidewalk/multi-
use trail. Response: A 5’ sidewalk is proposed as being adequate and appropriate for this use and
its-connection to a proposed 5’ sidewalk along MMRR.

18. Fire Riser room with exterior door required (DS&PM 6-1.504{1}). Please demonstrate compliance on
revised plans. Response: Done

Circulation:

19. Driveway spacing along Major Collectors is limited to 250 feet. The proposed western driveway is
located less than 150 feet from the existing driveway to the west. The two proposed site driveways
arelessthan 150 feet-apart. DSPM.5-3.201. Piease show compliance on the site plan. Response: The
western driveway has been eliminated. The entrance driveway Is approximately 235’ from the
Horseman’s Park 99'" Place driveway which dimension is just short of the 250’ standard yet exceeds
the 150’ minimum. Per previous discussions with Transportation staff, aligning the driveways was
considered more important than separation.

20. The eastern site driveway as shown will create left-turn conflicts with the 99 Place to the north. The
proposed driveway must be located a minimum distance of 250 feet from the 99* Place centerline
(DSPM 5-3.201). Please show compliance-on the site plan. Response: Please see Item 18 above.

21. DSPM 5-3.123 E: Update site plan with auxiliary lanes: 11’ wide left turn lane at all street intérsections
on major collectors + arterials (McDowell Ranch Rd. classified as major collector at project’s location).
Response: Done

Technical Corrections _

The following technical ordinance or policy related corrections have been identified in the first review of
the project. While:these items are not.as critical to scheduling the case for public hearing, they will likely
affect a decision on the final plans submittal (construction and improvement documents) and should be
addressed as soon as possible. Correcting these items before the hearing may also help clarify questions
regarding these plans. Please address the following:

Site:
22. Please provide zoning district of adjacent parcel on the site plan and show the required setback on
the site plan. Response: Done

23. Please show'the 100 feet from the Single-family district line {centerline of the road) south to indicate
the maximum building height of 32 feet area (Zoning Ordinance Section 5.2204.C.2). Response: Done

24, Please provide the parking lot area on the Open Space plan. Parking lot landscaping is 15% of the
parking lot area. Please revise the Open Space plan. Response: Done



25. Please submit conceptual plans showing the McDowell Mountain Ranch street improvements along
the site frontage. Response: Done (this is a similar comment as Items 7 and 20)

26. Please submit conceptual plans showing the Local Commercial street improvements along the site
frontage (eastern property line, 99* Place alignment). Response: Similar comment to Item 10. Per
recent discussions with staff, no improvements are proposed as the ultimate determination of
providing improved access to the ASLD parcel is unknown. The design constraints are significant
and would run contrary to City standards and policies - the inadequate driveway (138’) spacing from
99™ Place driveway, the lack of dedicated right-of-way on the adjoining Thomas property, the
removal of a significant length of the old Rio Verde Canal, and drainage impacts on the ASLD.

Please resubmit the revised application requirements and additional/supplemental information identified
in Attachment A, Resubmittal Checklist, and a written summary response addressing the
comments/corrections identified above as soon as possible for further review. The City will then review
the revisions to determine if the application is to be scheduled for a hearing date, or if additional
modifications, corrections, or additional/supplemental information is necessary.

PLEASE CALL 480-312-7000 TO SCHEDULE A RESUBMITTAL MEETING WITH ME PRIOR TO YOUR
PLANNED RESUBMITTAL DATE. DO NOT DROP OFF ANY RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL WITHOUT A
SCHEDULED MEETING. THIS WILL HELP MAKE SURE I’'M AVAILABLE TO REVIEW YOUR RESUBMITTAL
AND PREVENT ANY UNNECESSARY DELAYS. RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL THAT IS DROPPED OFF MAY NOT
BE ACCEPTED AND RETURN TO THE APPLICANT.

In an effort to get this Zoning District Map Amendments request to a Development Review Board /
Planning Commission hearing, please submit the revised material identified in Attachment A as soon as
possible.

The Planning & Development Services Division has had this application in review for 31 Staff Review Days
since the application was determined to have the minimal information to be reviewed.

These 2" Review Comments are valid for a period of 180 days from the date on this letter. The Zoning
Administrator may consider an application withdrawn if a revised submittal has not been received within
180 days of the date of this letter (Section 1.305. of the Zoning Ordinance).

If you have any questions, or need further assistance please contact me at 480-312-4214 or at

dmcclay@ScottsdaleAZ.gov.

Sincerely,

Doris McClay
Senior Planner



ATTACHMENT A
Resubmittal Checklist

Case Number: 8-ZN-2019

Please provide the following documents, inthe quantities.indicated, with the resubmittal (all
plans larger than 8 % x11 shall be folded):

IX] One copy: COVER LETTER - Respond to all the issues identified in the first review comment
letter.
X One copy: Revised CD of submittal (CD/DVD, PDF format)
X site Plan:
6 24" x 36" 1 11" x 17" 1 8 %" x 11"

OPEN SPACE Plan:

1 24” x 36" 1 11" x 17" 1 8 %" x 11"

X LANDSCAPE PLAN:
1 24" x 36" 1 11" x 17" 1 8 %" x11”
£ COLORED LANDSCAPE PLAN:

0 24” x 36" 1 11” x 17" 1 8Wx11”

Doris, | revised the list per our discussion. Thanks ML



B T i ettt o o > e el S e =

CITY O Gy
SCOTTSDALE

July 18, 2019

Michael Leary Ltd
10278 E Hillery Dr )
Scottsdale, AZ. 85255

RE: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019 -
Senior Living at McDowell Mountain Ranch
Dear Mr: Leary:
The Plén_ning & Development Services Division has completed the review of the above

referenced development application submitted on 7/1/19. The following 2™ Review Comments
represent:the review performed by our team, and is-intended to provide you with guidance for

: comphance with city codes, polncues and guadellnes *elated to this appllcatlon

-

Zonmg Ordmance and Scottsdale Revise Code Significant Issues
The Following code and ordinance related issues have been identified in the second review of
this a,ppllca,tlon, and shall be.addressed in the resubinittal of the revised appllcatlon material.
Addressingrthese items is critical to'scheduling the application for public héaring, and may affect
the City Staff’'s recommendation. The.abandonment case 5-AB-2019 could proceed through the
process without the zoning case. Please address the following: A

2001 General Plan: .

1. The General Plan Community Mobility Element (Goal 6) emphasizées the importance of
providing access via.alternative routes in the event that other access points or roltes are
not possible. The subject site is iocated north of, and adjacent to, State Lands parcel 217-14-
984A — a parcel with access that is limited to McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. Currently,
access to this parcel is provided. through General Land Office Easements (GLO’s) for which
‘the subJect property is seeking to abandon (5-AB-2019). With a resubmittal; provide
documentation and éxhibits confirming the provision of access to parcel 217:14-984A will
coftinue as‘a Fesult 6f this proposal. Please work with adjacent propemes to provide master
access plan. See addmonal cwculatuon comments below-

2. Special'ized reésidential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 80 beds per gross acre and
Minimal residential. healthcare facilities shall not exceed 40 units per gross acre (Section
5.2203). These sections are not calculated cumulatively. If there is a mix of Speaalnzed and
Minimal on a property, staff has applied the more restrictive Minimal réquirement to the
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‘Michael Leary Ltd. . - i ‘
10278 E Hillery Dr ‘ N
Scottsdale, AZ 85255,

RE: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019
Senior Living at M°cDgw_e'll Mduntain Ranch

Dear Mr. Leary:

The Planning & Development: Services Division has completed the review of the above
referenced development application submitted on 7/1/19. The following 2" Review Comments
represent the review pérformed by our team, and.is intendéd to provide you with guidance for

»

compliance with city codes, policies, and guid’elines.re_la_ted“t_o‘fh'is application. .. 7 'y

mwm

The foliowing code and 6rdinance related issues have beén identified in the second rewew of|
this application, and shaII be addressed in the resubmittal of the revised apphcatlon material.
Addressing these itemsis critical to scheduling the application for public hearing; and may affect ‘
the City Staff's recommendation. The abandonment case: 5-AB-2019 cou!d proceed through the
process wuthout the zonlng case. Please address the followung

2001 General Plan:

1. The General Plan Community. Mobili ity Element (Goal 6) ‘emphasizes the importance of
providing access via alternative routes:in the event that other access points or routes-are
not possible. The subject site is located-north of, and adjacent'to, State Lands parcel-217-14-
984A —a parcél with access that is limitéed to McDowell Mountain Ranch.Road. Currently,
access to this parcel is provided through General Land Office Easements (GLO's) for which
the subject property is seeking to abandon (5-AB-2019). With a resubmittal, provide
documentat|on and exhibits conﬁrmmg the provision ‘of access'to. parcel 217- 14-984A will
continue as a result of this proposal Please waork with adjacent’ propertles to prowde master
access plan. See additional circulation’comments below

Zoning:

2 Speaahzed residential healthcare facilities shail not exceed 80 beds per gross acre and
Minimal residential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 40 units per gross acre (Sectlon
S. 2203) These sections are not-calculated cumulatively. If there is a mix of Specialized and
Minimal on a property, staff has applied the more restrictive Minimal requirement to the
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entire site. Thesite plan has the maximum allowed on each-of these baséd on 5.658 gross
acres which is the entire property. Please revise'the caleulations on the site plan.

NAOS slope analysis states that the Rio Verde Canal and existing washes are not included in
the slope analysis.calculations. Please revise the siope analysis to include these areas
(Zoning Ordinance Section 6.1060.2). Slope analysis table under number 3 has.the maximum
slope at 19776.56%. Please clarify this maximum slope and add the Lower Desert landform
to this table.

Please provide the-area of the proposed NAOS within the Existing GLOPE easement and the
dimension and provide the actual square footage of the Rio Verde canal area proposed as -
NAQS. Revised NAQS plan shows 30,734 square feet of undisturbed, but the NAOS
calculations show 49, 815 square-feet of undisturbed NAQS. (Zoning Ordihance Section
6.1060.D). If GLOis not abandoned NAOS relocation will be necessary.

'

Zoning Ordinance 6.1060.B.4.states that a reduction can be taken for hlstoncally desngnated
sité {2 to 1). In order t6 be applicable, this area would have to be.rezoned to the Historic
Property overlay. Zoning Ordinance: 6.1060.B.3 states that there can be a reduction in-the
required NAQS for scarred areas, but that this reduction can not increase the maximum 30%
disturbed for the required ‘NAOS. Please revised the. NAQOS plan to comply with this section.

Circulation:’ : : .
Please be advised a dedication of an additional 5 feet along the McDowell Mountain Ranch

Road frontage fora total minimum right-of-way-dedication of 50 feet from monument line
to property line - Suburban Major Collector (DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised:Code-
Sec. 47-10) will be réquired. Please revise all plans to show this dedication and revise-all
calculations including open space.and NAOS.

Piease show the completion.of the Major Collector cross section along the McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road site'frontage — two lanes each direction, bike Ianes center two-way
left-turn lane. Match the existing: completed cross section to the east (DSPM Sec. 5-3.100;
Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10).

Please be advised construction of an 8-foot wide sidewalk albngvthe McDowell Mountain'
Ranch Road frontage, separatedfrom the back of curb except at headwall locations or at -
other obstacles will be required, (DSPM Sec. 5-3.110). Please show on rewsed plans

In-a possible exchange of existing 3y GLO right-of-way, please be.advised a dedication of 30
feet of publiceright-of-way-is necessary to provide access tothe south. DSPM Sec. 5-3. 100
Scottsdale Révised Code Sec. 47-10 will- be required: Proposed NAOS must be removed from

“any dedicated rrght-of-way Please revise all plans to show this right-of-way dedlcatson

Please be advised constructlon of a Local ‘Commercial street along the eastern property line
will be required with a minimum 24 feet of pavement width, curb and gutter, and a 6-foot-
wide sidewalk along the site frontage DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-
10. ‘ ' '

On the request for abandonment of the GLOPE easements, the City does not. support thus '
abandonment on the propérty without a lacal street plan appioved for the area that
includes providing public access to the State Land to the south. Please work with the
adjacent properties to provide this public access. :




12. Please be. advrsed SRC 48-7 47 10 +49- :219: Off-site transportation, stormwater, + water
resources improvements along property’ frontages to existing supporting infrastructu re, wrth
associated dedications, required. Update site plan with off-site improvements accordmgly

Fire:
13. Minimum fire lane width is 24 feet (Fire Ord 4283 503.2.1). Please demonstrate compliance
on the:site plan. .

~

Archaeology

14. Archaeology suivey are still under review. Comments quI be forthcommg The shown

preservation of the Verde: Canal resource.is a bénefit to this project:

Significant Policy Related Issues
The following policy related issues have been |dent|f|ed in the first review of thrs applrcatlon

- While, these issues may not be-ctitical to s,chedulmg_the‘appllcatron for public hearing, they may

affect the:City-Staff's recommendation pertaining ta'the application ahd should be addressed
with theresubmitt‘al of the revised application-material.’ Please address the following:

M&n_

To address.these comments, 5|gmfacant changes are antlcrpated to the proposed buﬂdlng

footprint and the $ite plan. -

15. 'DSPM 2 1.309; Requlred Number of Non- Re5|dent|al Mixed- Use and Multi- Famlly Non-
Re5|dent|al Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Resndentual developments shall provide a B
coimmercial refuse’ enclosure for every 20 units. For this development, this equatés to22,
commercial refuse enclosures. Alternatlvely, compactors may be used as an alternatrve to
refuse or recycling.containers. To determine adéquacy-and site location of compactors,.if
proposed, please provide the following on the site plan, compactor:

e Type . L ' . .

» Capacity - Compactor capacity conversion equating to the city’s required 1
enclosure for-every 20 units. . . :

o ' Location

© Placethe refuse compactor container: and approach padso that the refuse truck -

route to and from the public street, has a minimum unobstructed vertical
clearance of thirteen (13) feet six-(6} inches (fourteen 14 f_eet is recommended),
"and unobstructed minimum vertical clearance above the concrete approach.slab,
and refuse c0mpactor container storage area concrete slab of twenty-five (25)
feet.

o Placethe refuse compactor contamer in:a.location that" does not require the brn
to be maneuvered or relocated from thie biin’s storage location to be loaded on
to the refuse truck. :

o, Provide arefusé compactor contamer approach area that has a minimum width
of fourteen (14) feet and length of sixty (60) feet in front of the container: -

o) ' Demonstrate path.of travel for refuse truck accommodates a ‘minimum vehlcle
turmng radius of- 45‘ and vehicle Ieng‘th of 40’



~ ,:..-"- -

16. DSPM 2-1.310: Update site plan with a 6-foot wudth accessible pedestnan route from the .
main entry of the development to each abutting public/private street that provndes a
pedestrian sidewalk/multi-use trail..

17. Fire Riser roorn with exterior door required (DS&PM 6-1.504(1)). Please dehqnstrate
compliance.on revised plans.

18. Driveway spacing along Major Collectors is limited to 250'feet. The proposed western
-dfiveway is located less-than 150 feet from the existing driveway to the west. The two.
proposed site driveways are less than 150 feet apart. DSPM 5-3.201. Please show
compliance on the site plan. :

19. The eastern site driveway as shown will create left-turn conflicts with the 99" Place to the
north. The proposed driveway must, be located a'minimum distance of 250 feet from the
99% place centerline {DSPM 5-3.201). Please show compliance on the site plan

20. DSPM 5-3.123 E: Update site plan W|th-aUX|I|ary lanes: 11’ wide left turn lane at all street
intersections on major collectors + arterials (M_c_DOwej[ Ranch Rd. classified as major
collector at.project’s location).

Technical Corrections

The following technical ordinafce or policy related corrections have been identified in the first
review of the project. While these items are not as critical to scheduling the case for public -
hearing, they will likely affect a decision-on the final plans submittal (construction ahd
improvement documents) and should be addressed as soon as possible. Correcting these items
before the hearing may also help clanfy questlons regarding these plans. Please address the
followmg o

Site:
21. 'Please provide zoning:district of adjacent parcel on the site plan and show the required
setback-on the site plan.

22. Please show the 100 feet from the Single-family district line (centerline.of the road) south to
indicate the maximum bmidmg helght of 32 feet.area (Zonmg Ordmance Section
'5.2204.C.2).

23. Please provude the parking lot area on the Open Space plan Parking Iot Iandscapmg is 15%
of the parking lot area. Please revise the Open Space.plan.

24.. Pilease submit conceptual plans showing the’ McDoweII Mountain Ranch street
improvements along the site frontage. .

25. Please submit conceptual plans showmg the Local Commercial street lmprovements along
the site frontage (eastern property line, 99"‘ Place: ahgnment)

Please resubmit the revised application requirements and additiohal/éupplemental information
identified in Attachment A, Resubmittal Checklist, and a written summary response addressing
the comments/corrections identified above.as soon as possible for'further review. The City will
then review thezrevisiéns‘to-determine‘if'the application is to be.scheduled for a hearing date,

“or-if additional modifications, corrections, or additional/supplemental information is necéssary.



Michael P. Leary, LTD

10278 E. Hillery Drive cell (480)991-1111
Scottsdale, AZ 85255 michaelpleary @cox.net

DATE: July 1, 2019
- TO: Doris McClay {Scottsdale Senior Plan
FROM: Mike Leary

RE: 8-ZN-2019/5-AB-2019 — Senior Living at MMR - 1* review letter responses shown in bolded italics

The Planning & Development Services Division has completed the review of the above referenced development
.application submitted on 5/13/19. The following 1** Review Comments represent the review performed by our team,
and is intended to provide you with guidance fer compliance with city codes, policies, and guidelines.related to this
application. ’

-Zoning Ordinance and Scottsdale Revise Code Significant Issues.

The following code and ordinance related issues have been identified in the first review of this application, and shall be
addressed in the resubmittal of the revised application material. Addressing these items is critical to scheduling the
application for public hearing, and may affect the City Staff's recommendation. To address these comments, significant
changes to the proposed building footprint and site plan are anticipated. Per the responses below, there are no
major changes to the building footprint and site plan.

1. 2001 General Plan .

The General Plan Community Mobility Element (Goal 6) emphasizes the importance of providing access via alternative
routes in the event that other access points or routes are not possible.: Goal 6 states “Optimize the mobility of
people, goods, and information for the expected buildout of the city. « Plan for__alternative routes and
modes to provide options in the event that expansion of existing routes is not possible.” The Goal addresses
transportation routes and modes but not access to individual parcels. The subject site is located north of, and
adjacent to, State Lands parcel 217-14-984A — a parcel with access that is limited to McDowell Mountain Ranch Road.
Currently, access to this parcel is provided through General Land Office Easements (GLO’s) for which the subject
property is seeking to abandon (5-AB-2019). The ASLD parcel’s legal and physical access is Thompson Peak
Parkway - not MMRR through GLO easements. As the ASLD parcel was not part of any GLO patent, the
ASLD parcel is not assumed to have access rights thru the GLO parcels to MMRR. Nonetheless if the City
believes there are access rights through GLOs, an alternative access plan is provided per the response to
Item 19. With a resubmittal, provide documentation and exhibits confirming the provision of access to parcel 217-14-
984A will continue as a result of this proposal. Legal and physical access to TPP is maintained. Please work with
adjacent properties to provide master access plan. See additional circulation comments below. Legal and physical
access is already provided to TPP. No secondary access to MMRR via the GLO easements on property is
proposed.

2. The General Plan Land Use Element (Goal 3, bullet 1; Goal 7, bullet;2) intends to ensure that neighborhood edges
transition to ene another by considering appropriate land uses and development patterns. Furthermore, the
Open Space Element (Goal 1, bullets 1, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 20, and 22) seeks to protect and improve the quality of
Scottsdale’s natural and urban environments as defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces.

Tothat end, the Community Mobility Element {Goal 7, bullet 1} states that scenic corridors should be sensitively

integrated, and that the integrity of this setback is preserved. More specifically, Case 1-GP-2004 identified McDowell

Mountain Ranch Road as a Desert Scenic Roadway Designation within the 2001 General Plan are the one mile and

half mile roads within the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay that are not already designated as a Scenic



Corridor or Buffered Roadway. Per the 02/26/2004 City Council report, 1-GP-2004 did not “identify” MMRR
by name or as a one-mile/half mile road per the Planning staff report abstract below.

Followingdisc\mion at the Planning Commission hearing and from receiving
input from citizens, staff is recommending a third level of scenic roadway
designation called the “Desert Scenic Roadways”. Desert Scenic Roadways
are the onc-mile and half-mile roads within the ESLO distnict that are not
already designated as a Scenic Cormidor or Buffered Roadway. Setbacks of
these roadways will vary based on the topography and specific site conditions.
These roadways will rely on the placement of NAOS and zoning setbacks to
achieve an open space corridor along the road. Desert Scenic Roadways will
apply to areas with existing and future proposed development, so the open
space corridor will meander and not be a strict dimension. It will be important
to examine new development on a case-by-case basis to ensure that the ESLO
NAOS priorities (such as wash preservation and continuous open space) are

As stated before, MMRR is not a Desert Scenic Roadway as defined above as it exists for only 2 circuitous
miles from 98 Street curving northward to Bell Road. Throughout its 2-mile length there is no portion
at a one-mile/ half-mile spacing. The length and alignment are shown on the map below and the orange
line is the half-mile mark.

The first submittal does not appear to provide a Desert Scenic Corridor setback along the site’s McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road frontage. With the resubmittal, please provide a Desert Scenic Roadway exhibit that provides for a
minimum 20 feet, average 50 feet after dedication see #14 open space setback along McDowell Mountain Ranch
Road. Per the above, MMRR does not qualify as a Desert Scenic Roadway. As an aside, there is no



20’/50’ landscape requirement for Desert Scenic Roadways — only “NAOS and zoning setbacks”. This
would align with the setback provided by recent approvals (23-ZN-2018) east of the subject site within the context
area, which will ensure a meaningful open space transition is provided between the proposed development and the
existing neighborhoods north of McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. The building setback of 50’ from MMRR per
23-ZN-2018 was a zoning ordinance requirement — not a DSR requirement. As a supporting matter of
fact, the Graythorn townhome project being constructed immediately north of the subject property has
only a 10’ landscape area - not a 20’ minimum, 50’ average or Scenic Corridor Easement - between back
of sidewalk and its perimeter wall. Unlike the Graythorn frontage, the project is proposing a 20’
landscape setback along MMRR combined with a building setback in excess of 80 feet.

IZONED R1-5

IZONED W-P

N. 98TH STREET ¥

MC DOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD




3. The 2001 General Plan’s Economic Vitality Element (Goals 3 and 4) discusses the importance of encouraging
economic opportunities that have a positive economic impact and meet the needs of Scottsdale’s residents. The
first submittal narrative states that a “market study determined that the proposed senior living is in an area that
is underserved” (pages 4 and 7). To ensure transparency, with a resubmittal, please provide a copy of the
market study. See Attachment “A” summary.

4 As aresponse to Goal 1 of the Community Involvement Element, in a resubmitted narrative, please provide an
updated Citizen Involvement Report that describes the key issues that have been identified through the public
involvement process since the first submittal. The narrative has not needed amendment. An updated
Citizen Involvement Report will be submitted once the case is scheduled for Planning Commission.

5. The General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element (Goals 1 and 5) emphasizes the need for usable open
space for residents — as an important part of the community’s overall quality of life. Although the proposal
includes the provision of +/- 99,864 SF of open space, it is composed of:

e +/-28,759 SF of landscaping/firelanes that surround the building base;

e +/- 22,500 SF of open space within the Old Verde Canal (noted as Common Open Space on the Open
Space Plan);

e +/-10,663 SF of parking lot landscaping;
e +/-13,392 SF of street front open space;
e +/-9,375 SF of retention area; and,

e +/-2,375 SF of landscape island.

The remaining +/- 12,800 SF is the useable, internalized open space area for future residents that is surrounded on
all sides by building structure. With a resubmittal, please provide an increase to the useable areas of open space for
future residents. Furthermore, provide a tabulation of all open space areas to more transparently communicate
open space and its intended use. The General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element Goals 1 and 5 below
are intended for public spaces - not private spaces on individual parcels.

Goals and Approaches

L. Protect and improve the quabity of Scottsdale’s natural
and urban environments as defined In the quality and
quantity of s epen spaces.

e Provide ample opportunsty for people to expenence and
enjoy the magnsficest Sonoran Desert and mountaans,
balancing access with preservation

o Provide a vanety of opportunitses for passive and active
cutdoor recreational activaties, such as hukmng, horseback
ridang, mountan biking, rock chmbing and wildlsfe
observaton.

*  Provide opportunities for education and research on
the Sonocan Desert and mowntains, and the hustory and
archacology of the commuruty

*  Provide access areas of sufficient size and with adequate
facalitses for publec wse and open space svsiem access

¢ Develop a noa-paved public trail system for haking.
mountam kg, and horseback nding and link these traals
wath other city and regional trals

Bpea Space and Recreation Blement Fase 103



= Restore habitat ;m degraded areas (burned, grazed, vehsoular damage) of
the McDowell Sonoran Preserve to its undisturbed condstron including
plamt specees diversity and natural ecological processes.

see Fconomic s Support tounsm e the community by providing publsc scenic-outdoors-

Vitality Bemeat educational-recreational opportumuties for visitors,

Designate viewsheds and consider them when approving development.
Promote creative residential and commercial development techniques
consastent with the Character Plan for an area, to firthes preserve
meamngful and accessible open space.

¢ Relae the character of open spaces to the uses and character of differemt
areas of the caty

e Preserve and mtegrate visual and functhiomal comnections between major
city open spaces in1o the design of development projects.

¢ Evalvate open space design with these primary determinants: aesthetics,
public safety, mantenance needs, water consumption, dramnage
considerations, and multi-use and desert peeservation.

o Imegrate vtilities and other public facilies sited 1 open spaces imo the
design of those open spaces, with conssderation given to matenials, form,
and scale.

e Protect the visual quality of open space, unique caty characteristics, and
comaunity landmarks.

*  Preserve scemuc views and vistas of mountauns, natural features, and rural
landmarks.

¢ Protect and use exasting natsve plams, the desagn thenses of character
areas within which they are sied, and response to local conditions 1
landscape desagns.

e Permanently secure an mterconnecied open space system 10 mantam
visual and fusctronal linkages between major caty open spaces. This
system should enclude significant Scottsdale landmarks, major dramage

courses, regional linkages and utility comdors.
set Dpen Space man ¢ Apply a Scenic Corridor designation along major streets 1o provade
for locations for open space and opportunities for trails and paths. This designation
should be applsed using the followwng gumidelmes:
*  There 1s 3 need for a landscaped buffer between streets and adjacent
land uses
*  An enhanced streetscape appearance 15 desared
m&m *  Views to mountams and natural or man-made features wall be
enhanced.
¢ Consider Buffered Roadways to provide the strestscape with a unsque
mm.‘ emage that should also reduce the impacts of 2 mayor street on adjacent
Besiga Hement parcels. This type of designation is primarily an sesthetic buffer.
¢ Apply a Desent Scenic Roadway dessgnanon along the one mile and
see Case HEP-2004 a half mile streets withan the Emviornonmentally Sensitive Lands
for detail Ordmance (ESLO) destrct that are pot classzfied as scemuc Carmdors or
Buffered Roadways to mantain and enhance open space along roadways
m ESL areas.

Pase 114 Scottsdale 2001 Ceneral Pias



e Apply up to a 100 foot scenbic buffer along streets within and adjacent
to the Recommended Study Boundary of the McDowell Sonoran
Preserve on undeveloped (as of 10-04-2005) properties of 25 acres or
larges

*  Promote project designs that are responsive 10 the natural environment,
people’s needs, site cond and indig architectural approaches
to provide unique character for the caty

*  Continue to work with developers in designing land use plans that
respect the topography, view comdors, wildlife comndors, and open
space that exasts. Where possible, enhance existing viewsheds as areas
are developed and redeveloped

5. Improve the quality of life for all Scottsdale residents by ensuring a
wide range of recreational facilities and services.

e  Broaden citizen participation by the community in all phases of the
planning and delivery of recreational open space.

e  Encourage the expanded use of private resources and resources owned
or controlled by public entities other than the caty, which are suitable for
recreational purposes.

Pase 116 Scottsdale 2001 General Plan

*  Conduct an ongomng, systematic assessment of recreational facility needs
and preferences in recreational programming.

*  Use parks and green space systems as primary elements in planning for
long term sensitive growth planning, endangered species protection, and
watershed protection by placing important natural areas in the public
domain.

¢  Consider a wide range of recreational uses, including equestrian and
bicycle uses durning park planning.

*  Pursue unique opportunities to acquire additional land having
recreational possibilities at minimum costs.

*  Prioritize new facilities based on those areas indicating the greatest need
(1.e. overcrowding or unavailable resources).

¢  Encourage multiple use functions at recreational facilities - educational,
recreational, etc.

Zoning:

6. Specialized residential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 80 beds per gross acre and Minimal residential
healthcare facilities shall not exceed 40 units per gross acre (Section 5.2203). The site plan has the maximum
allowed on each of these based on 5.658 gross acres which is the entire property. Please revise to separate each
and apply the partial area of the site to each. The zoning ordinance does not segregate the two
classifications. The densities for both uses are cumulative and therefore not applied to partial areas
of the site (from a practicable standpoint there isn’t a way to allocate portions of the site as both
uses are within the same building).



7. Please indicate on the floor plan for the specialized units the beds in the Memory care private and Memory care
semi-private units. Specialized residential healthcare is based on beds in the number allowed and parking
required. All parking calculations are rounded up. (Zoning Ordinance Section 5.2203 and Table 9.103.A). Done

8. NAOS slope analysis states that the Rio Verde Canal and existing washes are not included in the slope analysis
calculations. Please revise the slope analysis to include these areas (Zoning Ordinance Section 6.1060.2). As the
NAOS area in the northeast corner of the site and the Verde Canal are excluded from the
development, the application of slope analysis would be inappropriate. Wash areas - like the canal -
are aberrations and not reflective of the actual slope. Slope analysis table under number 3 has the
maximum slope at 19776.56% . Please clarify this maximum slope and add the Lower Desert landform to this
table. Done

9. Please provide the area of the proposed NAOS within the Existing GLOPE easement and the dimension and
provide the actual square footage of the Rio Verde canal area proposed as NAOS. Provide the undisturbed and
disturbed NAOS square footagé and percentage (70% and 30%) of the required and provided NAOS (Zoning
Ordinance Section 6.1060.D). If GLO is not abandoned NAOS relocation will be necessary. The 70/30 split is
identified. GLOPES will be abandoned.

10. Table 5.2203.A in the Zoning Ordinance requires open space for residential healthcare facilities .24 multiplied by
the net lot area (.24 x 222,068 square feet = 53,296.32 square feet) and frontage open space is required to be
.50 multiplied by the required open space (26,648.16 square feet). Please revised open space and frontage open
space. NAOS areas along frontage can be counted in frontage open space. Done

11. The maximum building height allowed in the Commercial Office district is 48 feet {Section 5.2204.C.1) and under
the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay building height is measured from the existing natural grade (Section
6.1070.B.1). Preliminary Grading and Drainage indicates significant fill in some areas of the proposed building.
Please provide a roof over topography plan demonstrating that the proposed building complies with these
requirements. Done

12. Please provide more analysis on the parking reduction request of 61 spaces {approximately 32% reduction)
under Zoning Ordinance Section 9.104.F.4c. Done

13. Please be advised the abandonment compensation for the General Land Office Patent easement is in the
process of being appraised based on the City’s Valuation Policy. In kind dedication may offset as compensation
(see circulation comments below). Noted

Circulation:

14. Please be advised a dedication of an additional 5 along the McDowe|l Mountain Ranch Road frontage for a total
minimum right-of-way dedication of 50 feet from monument line to property line - Suburban Major Collector
(DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10) will be required. Please revise all plans to show-this
dedication and revise all calculations including open space and NAOS. As stated by staff at our pre-
application meeting, no additional right-of-way is required due to the existing 45’ half street right-of
way throughout the area including the Graythorn project under construction on the northside of
MMRR.

15, Please show the completion of the Major Collector cross section along the McDowell Mountain Ranch Road site
frontage — two lanes each direction, bike lanes, center two-way left-turn lane. Match the existing completed
cross section to the east (DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10). Done

16. Please be advised construction of an 8-foot wide sidewalk along the McDowell Mountain Ranch Road frontage,
separated from the back of curb except at headwall locations or at other obstacles will be required {DSPM Sec.
5-3.110) Please shown on revised plans. An 8-foot sidewalk separated a minimum of 4’ from back-of-
curb would extend 3’ outside of the right-of-way which might explain why there’s no separation on
the Graythorn project. We are proposing a reasonable and appropriate 5’ sidewalk width separated
from back-of-curb by a 4’ minimum landscape strip to match the 5’ sidewalk along the Superpumper



s

18.

19.

site to the east (but constructed back-of-curb). There are already 8’ wide sidewalk sections
constructed on the north side of MMRR which are more than adequate for all types of users -
including bypass users - such as walkers, speed walkers, dog walkers, stroller walkers, stroller
joggers, joggers, hikers, bicyclists, tricyclists, skateboarders, rollerbladers, razors, pogo stickers, jump
ropers, horse riders, horses without riders, javelinas, coyotes, bobcats and all other user types
including future aliens from a parallel universe. : )
In a possible exchange of existing 33’ GLO right-of-way, please be advised a dedication of 30 feet of public right-
of-way is necessary to provide access to the south. DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10 will
be required. Proposed NAOS must be removed from any dedicated right-of-way. Please revise all plans to show
this right-of-way dedication. Per item 19 below there is no exchange, no dedication, and no removal of
NAOS proposed.
Please be advised construction of a Local Commercial street along the eastern property line will be required with
a minimum 24 feet of pavement width, curb and gutter, and a 6-foot-wide sidewalk along the site frontage
DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10. Per item 19 there is no dedication or
improvements proposed.
On the request for abandonment of the GLOPE easements, the City does not support this abandonment on the
property without a local street plan approved for the area that includes providing public access to the State Land
to the south. Please work wnth the adjacent propertles to provnde th|s publlc access.
2 b %A, o~ .
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The ASLD parcel’s legal and physical access is Thompson Peak Parkway not MMRR and not through
properties to the north using GLO easements. As the ASLD parcel was not part of any GLO patent,
the ASLD parcel is not assumed to have access rights thru the GLO parcels to MMRR. Transportation
staff has for years looked to limit/restrict/deny access to TPP by providing access - remote indirect
access - from MMRR thru private properties in anticipation that the ASLD parcel would be acquired
and developed by some future private entity. Conversely, the City Council has for years indicated
their desire to acquire the ASLD parcel for expansion of WestWorld. Currently the City has ordered
an appraisal and contacted ASLD about its intention to acquire the property as part of the 2019 bond
issue. With or without the success of the Bond issue, the City remains the sole party interested in
acquiring and developing the buried parcel. Nonetheless, as staff has asked for a local street plan
which MIGHT provide a remote indirect access using GLOs to the ASLD parcel, an access plan is
provided per the graphics above. The suggested access along the SITE/Thomas properties creates
conflicts with staff’s stated desire to maintain the Verde Canal, provide an adjoining trail and
maximize NAOS. The driveway location at MMRR would also not meet the standard driveway
separation of 250’ standard/150° minimum and sight visibility on the curve of MMRR is
compromised. Both owners of the subject and Thomas properties oppose this alignment.
Alternatively, access from the NWC of the ASLD to 98" Place alignment at MMRR would avoid the



Verde Canal, the canal trail, and reduction in NAOS which is not required on the adjoining properties.
The alignment would meet the 250’ standard spacing and without sight visibility conflicts.

20. Please be advised SRC 48-7, 47-10, + 49-219: Off-site transportation, stormwater, + water resources

21.

22.

23.
24.

improvements along property frontages to existing supporting infrastructure, with associated dedications,
required. Update site plan with off-site improvements accordingly. Done

Please be advised SRC 48-3 + 4: Land assemblage will be required for new parcel creation prior to permit
issuance. Easements will be required for any public infrastructure running through private parcels. Noted

Please be advised under the Transportation. Master Plan dedication and construction of trail through Rio Verde
Canal as determined by Transportation staff within project parcel boundaries. Update site plan accordingly.
Transportation Plan does suggest a trail along the Verde Canal but is duplicated by existing trails and multi-use
paths. Due to existing trails mentioned above, the project does not propose a redundant trail along
the Verde Canal.

Access roads shall extend to within 300" of all portions of the building (Fire Ord 4283 503.1.1). Please
demonstrate compliance on the site plan. Done

25. Minimum fire lane width is 24 feet (Fire Ord 4283 503.2.1). Please demonstrate compliance on the site plan.

We are still discussing with Fire about using a 20’ width as the fire lanes are one-way only.

26. On-site fire hydrants required (Fire Ord. 4283, 507.5.1.2). Please demonstrate compliance oh the site plan.

Done

Drainage:
27. The Drainage Report has been accepted by the Stormwater Department. Noted

28. The content and analysis requirements for case or preliminary drainage reports in support of more conceptual

29,

development applications such as general plan amendments and zoning applications are not the same as those
for case drainage reports in support of development review or preliminary plat applications. The City fequirés
significantly less information and analysis for the former due to the preliminary nature of these applications. If
accordance with the City’s Design Standards and Policies Manual (DSPM) preliminary drainage reports submitted
in support of the more conceptual applications should include a 50% level of design and analysis including .a
preliminary grading and drainage plan to allow review and evaluation of the major drainage elements relating to
a proposed project by City staff. Case drainage reports submitted in support of preliminary plat and
development review applications should include a 75% level of design and analysis including a preliminary
grading and drainage plan to allow an analysis of the viability of the proposed project and an in-depth evaluation
of the function and design of the stormwater management system by City staff. Upon application of a
development review application for this development, the case drainage report will need to be updated to meet
the 75% level requirement. Done

These issues should be evaluated and addressed as part of the Preliminary Grading & Drainage (G&D) Plan for
the Development Review Board case:

e The proposed detention basin on the southwest corner of the site does not appear to have an outlet. The
City’s preference is that stormwater storage basins drain via gravity.

* Drainage easements will be required for all stormwater storage basins.

e The City discourages the placement of storm drains underneath buildings. If necessary, such storm drains
must be oversized and/or include a duplicate pipe as an additional design safety factor.

¢ Show the limits of the existing FEMA Flood Zone “A” floodplain.

s Existing topo should extend up to the western property boundary.



o The lines for proposed contours and proposed curb outlines look similar. Use different line types or line
weights to differentiate.

» Include a table with the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) information per the DSPM (Figure 1-3.11).
Noted

30. The City’s stormwater waiver form should be included as part of the preliminary drainage report for
development review. The Drainage Report should include a signed copy of the Warning and Disclaimer of
Liability form from the DSPM (Appendix 4-1C). Noted

31. As stated in the preliminary drainage report, the development site is currently impacted by significant offsite
flows and floodplain originating at the north termination of the Rio Verde Canal located near the northeast
corner of the site. As such, the feasibility of the proposed drainage plan and site layout for the proposed
development is dependent upon the approval and implementation of the improvements as set forth in the
proposed master drainage plan for this parcel and the two parcels to the east that will remove this off-site flow
and floodplain affecting the development site. As a result, the approval of the development review case for the
proposed development will be contingent upon the submission and approval of the drainage master plan and
the satisfactory completion of the stipulations contained in the master drainage plan. While the drainage
master plan is yet to be formally submitted to the City for review and approval, the master plan will need to
address the following issues which will be stipulations to the drainage plans approval. Noted

e The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) must approve the impacts to their parcel located downstream of
the proposed outlet channel.

e Westworld must approve drainage-related impacts to its facilities in general including the existing
maintenance facility crossing of the remnant wash including mitigation of adverse impacts to the same.
Water and Waste Water: '

32. Please submit the revised Water and Waste Water Design Report(s) with the rest of the resubmittal material
identified in Attachment A addressing the review comments. Done

33. Please revise water and wastewater flows to comply with DSPM 7-1.403. Done
Airport:
34. Please be advised an avigation easement dedication and a noise disclosure will be required. Noted

Archaeology:

35. Archaeology survey are still under review. Comments will be forthcoming. The shown preservation of the Verde
Canal resource is a benefit to this project. Noted

Significant Policy Related Issues

The following policy related issues have been identified in the first review of this application. While these issues may
not be critical to scheduling the application for public hearing, they may affect the City Staff's recommendation
pertaining to the application and should be addressed with the resubmittal of the revised application material. Please
address the following:

Site Design:
To address these comments, significant changes are anticipated to the proposed building footprint and the site plan.

36. Per DSPM 2-1.303: a 24 feet minimum drive aisle width is required. Please update site plan accordingly. Done

37. Noted DSPM 2-1.309: Required Number of Non-Residential, Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Non-Residential,
Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Residential developments shall provide a commercial refuse enclosure for every 20
units. For this developmeént, this equates to 22 commercial refuse enclosures. Alternatively, compactors may
be used as an alternative to refuse or recycling containers. To determine adequacy and site location of
compactors, if proposed, please provide the fcllowing on the site plan, compactor:



e Type. Noted on Plans.

e Capacity - Compactor capacity conversion eq&ating to the city’s required 1 enclosure for every 20 ur‘tits '
Plans have been ipdated and we are providing a (1) 6 cubic yard trash compactor, (1) 4 cubrc
yard standard trash contalner, and (1) grease coﬂectrons container.

o Location

o Place the refuse compactor container and approach pad so that the refuse truck route to and from the public
street has @ minimum unobstructed vertical clearance of thirteen (13) feet six (6) inches (fourteen 14 feet is
récommended), and unobstructed minimum vertical clearance above the concrete approach slab and refuse
compactor container storage aréa ¢oncrete slab.of twenty-five (25)-feet. Shown ori Plans.

o Place the refuse compactor container in a location that does not require the bin to be maneuvered or relocated

" fronithe bin’s storage:location to be loaded on to the refuse truck. Shown on Plans.

o Provide a refuse compactor container approach area that has a minimum width of:fourteen (14) feet and length of
sixty (60) feet in front of the container. Shown on Plans.

.o Demonstrate path of travel for refuse truck accommodates a mlnlmum vehlcle turnmg radius of 45' and vehicle
length of 40°. Shown on Plans.

38. Although not a requiremént, recycling is an amemty found to be desired by Scottsdale residents. WI|| recycimg
containers be provided for project and location? Not yet determined
-39. DSPM 2-1.310: Update site plan with a 6-foot width. accessible pedestrian route from the maln entry of the
development to each abutting public/private street that provides a pedestrian sidewalk/multi- -use trail. Since a
6’ sidewalk exceeds actual demand, a 5’ srdewalk is proposed to tie into the adequate 5’ srdewalk
along MMRR.
" 40. Required fire lane turning radii are as follows: 25’ inher/49’ Otitside /55’ Bucket Swing. Noted
(DS&PM 2:1.303(5)). Please.demonstrate. compllance on the site plan.. Done.
41. Fire apparatus turn-around is required at for dead-ends over 300’ {DS&PM 2-1. 303(8)) Please demonstrate
. compliance with the site plan. Done
42. Fire Riser room with exterior door required (DS&PM’ 6-1.504(1)). Please demonstrate compliance on revised -
plans. Done:

"

Lighting Design: o .

43. On the City’s Ambient lighting zones plan, this property is within the Suburban Areas ambient light levels. The

maximum light level in the area type: is 8 footcandles. The photometric submitted has a maximum of 19.7
footcandles. Please. revised the Iighting‘f_ixtures to comply and submit revised photometrics. Done

44. Driveway spacing along Major Collectors is limited to 250 feet. The proposed western driveway is located less
than 150 feet from the existing driveway to the west The two proposed site driveways are less than 150 feet
‘apart. DSPM 5-3.201. Please show compliance-on the site plan. 250’ is standard and 150’ is minimum
although exceptions are made due to the existing non-conforming driveways (on the northside of
MMRR). The main driveway has been set by aligning with the Graythorn driveway as. the original
dnveway location was to align with 99" Place. We were requested to move the entrance west to
avoid impacting the Verde Canal. - ‘

45. The eastern site driveway as shown will create left-turn confllcts with the 99% Place to the north.-The proposed
driveway must be located a minimum distance of 250 feet from the 99% Place centerlme (DSPM 5-3. 201)
Please show compliance on the site plan. See comment above

46. Provide sidewalk connections from all parking areas to.the bulldlng entrance and from the bulldmg entrances to
McDoweII Mountain Ranch Road. Done :

47. DSPM 5-3.123 E: Update site plan with auxiliary lanes: 11’ wide left turn lane at aII street intersections on major
collectors + arterials (McDowell Ranch Rd. classified as major collector at pro;ectfs location. Done



Technical Corrections

The following technical ordinance or policy related corrections have been identified in the first review of the project.
While these items are not as critical to scheduling the case for public hearing, they will likely affect a decision on the
final plans submittal (construction and improvement documents) and should be addressed as soon as possible.
Correcting these items before the hearing may also help clarify questions regarding these plans. Please address the
following:

Site: :
48. Please provide zoning district of adjacent parcel on the site plan and show the required setback on the site plan.
Done

49. Please show the 100 feet from the Single-family district line (centerline of the road) south to indicate the
maximum building height of 32 feet area {Zoning Ordinance Section 5.2204.C.2). Done

50. Please revise the Open Space plan to include NAOS square footage and NAOS locations. Done

51. Open space graphic splits parking lot landscaping in areas where it is clearly street frontage open space. Please
revise the Open Space plan. Done

52. Please submit conceptual plans showing the McDowell Mountain Ranch street improvements along the site
frontage. Done

53. Please submit conceptual plans showing the Local Commercial street improvements along the site frontage
(eastern property line, 99" Place alignment). No street is proposed. See item 19 response.

54. Please. be advised that Emergency vehicle access easements may be required. Noted

Other:

55. Please see corrections on the legal description and exhibit for the abandonment documents and revise
accordingly. Done

56. On the submitted Traffic Study, Page 9, paragraph 2 — If an update is submitted in the future, please indicate
that the stated cross section and speed limit is between 98th Street and Thompson Peak Parkway. Also, please
add that McDowell Mountain Ranch Road west of 98th Street and is an auxiliary access for WestWorld with
closable gates. Noted

Please resubmit the revised application requirements and additional/supplemental information identified in Attachment
A, Resubmittal Checklist, and a written summary response addressing the comments/corrections identified above as
soon as possible for further review. The City will then review the revisions to determine if the application is to be
scheduled for a hearing date, or if additional modifications, corrections, or additional/suppiemental information is
necessary.

PLEASE CALL 480-312-7767 TO SCHEDULE A RESUBMITTAL MEETING WITH ME PRIOR TO YOUR PLANNED
RESUBMITTAL DATE. DO NOT DROP OFF ANY RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL WITHOUT A SCHEDULED MEETING. THIS WILL
HELP MAKE SURE I’'M AVAILABLE TO REVIEW YOUR RESUBMITTAL AND PREVENT ANY UNNECESSARY DELAYS.
RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL THAT IS DROPPED OFF MAY NOT BE ACCEPTED AND RETURNED TO THE APPLICANT.

In an effort to get this Zoning District Map Amendments request to a Development Review Board / Planning Commission
hearing, please submit the revised material identified in Attachment A as soon as possible.

The Planning & Development Services Division has had this application in review for 18 Staff Review Days since the
application was determined to have the minimal information to be reviewed.



These 1% Review Comments are valid for a period of 180 days from the date on this letter. The Zoning Administrator
may consider an application withdrawn if a revised submittal has not been received within 180 days of the date of this
letter (Section 1.305. of the Zonmg Ordinance).

"~ If you have any questions, or need further assistance. please contact me at 480-312-4214 or at
dmcclay@ScottsdaleAZ.gov.

Sincerely,

Doris McClay -
Senior Planner

_cc

ATTACHMENT A
Resubmittal Checklist

Case NUmber: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

t

Please provide the following. documents in the quantltles mdlcated .with the resubmittal (all plans larger than 8% x11
shall be folded): .

/-

Digital submittals shall include one copy of each item identiﬁed' below.

X One cepy: COVER LETTER - Respond to all theissues identified in the first review comment letter. Done -
X One copy: Revised CD of submittal (CD/DVD, PDF format}) Done

' X One copy: Revased Narrative.for Project:-Done

B Three copies of the Revised Traffic. Impact Mitigation Analysis.(TIMA) No changes to TIMA reqmred

X two copies of the Revised Parking Study / Analysis Done

-

Context Aerial with the proposed Site Plan superimposed

i

Color - 1 243 1 1rxi7 1 8Wx1t”
X $ite Plan;
6 24” x 36” " 11" x17” 1 8 %” x11”
[ NAOS Plan:
2 24” x 36" | 1 wwrxr 1 "82”x11"

B Open Space Plan:

) 2 24" x 36" 1 11" x 177 1 8 %" x11”



X Lighting Site Plan(s):
1 24" x 36" 1 11”7 x 17 1 | 8 " x.11”
X Photometric Analysis Plan{(s):
24" x 36" 1 117 x 17”7 1 8 %" x11”
X Manufacturer Cut Sheets of All Proposed Lighting:

1 24" x 36" 1 11”7 x 17 1 8 %" x11”

X Floor Plan(s):

1 24” x 36" 1 117 x 17" 1 8%"x11”

DX Roof plan-over Topography Map:

1 24" x 36" 1 11” x17” 1 8 %" x 11"

B4 slope Analysis {superimposed on a topography map)

1 24" x.36” 1 117 x17” 1 8 %" x11”

[ oOther Supplemental Materials:

Technical Reports: Please include one (1) digital copy with each report

X z copies of Revised Water Design Report:
X 3 copies of Revised Waste Water Design Report:

Resubmit the revised Drainage Reports, Water and Waste Water Report and/or Storm Water Waiver application to your
Project Coordinator with any prior City mark-up documents.
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SCOTTSDALE

June‘,vll, 2019

- Michael Leary o "
10278 E Hillery Dr ) ’
Scottsdale, AZ 85255

RE: 8-ZN- 2019 and 5- AB: 2019 :
Senior Living at McDoweIl Mountain Ranch
4Q087 {Key Code)

Dear Mr. Lea'ly: ’

The Plannmg & Development Services Division has completed the review of the above
referenced development application submitted on 5/13/19 The following 1% Review
Comments represent the review performed by our team, and is intended to provide you with
guidance for compllance with C|ty codes, pollcres and gundelmes related to this appllcatlon

Zoning. Ordmance and Scottsdale Revise Code Slgnlflcant Issues

The following code and ordmance related issues have been identified in the first review of this
appllcatlon, and shall be addressed in the resubmittal of the revised application material.
Addressing these items is:critical to scheduling the application for public hearing, and’miay affect
the City Staff’s recommendation. To address these.comments, significant changes to the
proposed building footprint-and site plan are;anticipa_ted. Please address the fol,lowing:’

2001 General Plan:

1. The General Plan Community Mobility Element (Goal 6) emphasuzes the importance of

providing access via alternative routes in the event that other access points or routes are

" hot possible. The subject site-is located north of, and adjace_nt to, State Lands parcel 217-14-
984A — a parcel with access that is limited to McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. Currently,
aceess to this parcel is provided through General Land Office Easements (GLO’S) for which
the subject propérty is seeking to:abandon (5-AB-2018). With a resubmittal, provide
documentation and exhibits confirming:the provision of access to parcel 217-14-984A will
continue.as a result of this proposal. Please work with adjacent proper’ues to provide master
access plan. See additional curculatlon comments be[ow

2. The General Plan Land Use Element (Goal: 3, bullet 1; Goal 7, bullet 2) intends to ensure that
rieighborhood edges transition to one another by considering appropriate land uses and
development patterns. Furthermore, the Open Space Element (Goal 1, bullets 1, 10, 11, 14,
15, 17, 20, and 22) seeks to protect and improve the quality of Scottsdale’s natural and
urban environments as defined in the quality and quantity of its open spaces.



To that end, the Community Mobility Element {(Goal 7, bullet 1) states that scenic corfidors
should be sensitively integrated, arid that the integrity of this setback is preserved. Moré
specifically, Case 1-GP-2004 identified McDowell Mountain Ranch Road as a'DeS(;rt‘Sce’nic '
Roadway Designation within the 2001 General Plan. Desert Scenic Roadways are the one -
mile and half-mile roads within the Environmentally Sensitive Lands QOverlay that are not
already designated as a Scenic Corridor or-Buffered Roadway

The first submittal does not appear tg provide a Desert Scemc Corridor setback along’ the
site’s McDowell Mountain Ranch Road- frontage. ‘With the resubmittal, please provide a
Desert Scenic Roadway exhibit that prevides for a minimum 20 feet, average 50 feet (after
dedication see #14), open space setback along McDowell Mountain Ranch Road. This would
align with the setback provided by recent approvals (23:ZN-2018) east.of the subject site
and within the context area, which will ensure a meaningful open space transition is .
provided between the proposed development and-the ex15t|ng netghborhoods north of
McDowell Mountain Ranch:Read.

3. The 2001 General Plan’s Economic Vitality Element {(Goals 3-and 4) discusses the importance,
of encouraging econemic opportunities that have a positive economic im p.act' and meet the
needs of Scottsdale’s résidents. The fifst submittal narrative states that a “market study
determined that the proposed senior living is in an area that is underserved” (pages 4 and
7). To ensure transparéncy, with a resubmittal; please provide a copy-of the market study.

4. Asaresponse to Goal 1'0f the Community Involvement Element, in a resubmitted narrative,

please provide an updated Citizen Involvement Report that describes the key issues that -
have been identified through the public involvement process since the first submittal.

5. The General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element {(Goals 1 and 5) emphasizes the need
for usable open space for residents—as an impor‘iant part of the commu nity’s overall
quality of life. Although the proposal includes the prowsuon of +/- 99,864 SF of open space, lt
is composed of: :

e +/-28,759 SFof Iandscapihg/ﬁrelanes that surround the building base' :

® +/-22,500 SF of open space within the Old Verde Canal {noted as Common
Operi Space on'the Open Space PIan)

o /- 10,663 SF of parking lot landscaping;
N +/— 13,392 SF of str'eét front open space;
e +/-9,375SF of retention area; and,

e +/-2,375 SF of landscape island.

The remaining +/- 12,800 SF is the useable, internalized open space area for future residents
that.is surrounded on all sides by building.structure. With a resubmittal, please provide an
increase to thé useable areas of open space for future residents. Furthermore; provide a
tabulation of all open space areas to more. transparently communicate open space and its
intended use.

Zoning:
6. Specialized residential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 80 beds per gross acre and
Minimal residential healthcare facilities shall not exceed 40 units per gross acre (Séction



v

10.

12.

13.

5.2203). The-site plan hasthe maximum allowed on each of these based on 5.658 gross. .

~acres'which is the entire property. Please revise to separate each and.apply the partial area

of the site to each.

. - Please indicate on the floor plan for the specialized units the beds in the Memory care

private and Memory care. semi- prlvate units. Specialized residential healthcare is-based on
beds in the number allowied arid parking fequired. All parking calculations-are rotinded up.
(Zonmg QOrdinance: Sectlon 5 2203 and Table 9.103. A)

NAOS slope analysis state$ that the Rio Verde Canal and. exlstlng washes-are not included in

the slope analysis calculations. Please revise the slope-analysis to include these areas
(Zoning Qrdinance Section 6.1060.2). Slope analysis table under number 3 hasthe maximum
slope at 197.76.56%. Please clarify th:s maximum slope and add the Lower Desert landform
to this table. . o . :

Please provide the area of'the proposed NAOS within the. ExiStin‘g GLOPEleasement and the
dimension and provide the actual square footage of the Rio. Verde canal area proposed as
NAQS. Provide the undlsturbed and disturbed NAQS.square footage and percentage. (70%
and 30%).of the required and prowded NAOS (Zoning Ordinance Section 6.1060.D). If GLO is
not abandoned NAOS relocation will be necessary. °

Use Table 5.2203.A.in the Zoning Ordinance requires opén space for residential healthcare
facilities .24 multiplied by the net lot area (.24 x 222,068 square feet = 53,296.32 square
feet) and frontage open space is required to be .50 multiplied by the required open space
{26,648:16 square feet)..Please revised open space and frontage open space. NAOS areas

“along frontage can be counted in frontage open space.

11.

The maximum buildihg height allowed in the Commercial Office district is 48 feet {Section
5.2204.C:1) and under the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Overlay building heightiis
measured from the existing natural grade (Section 6.1070.8.1). Preliminary Grading and
Dralnage indicates significant fill in some areas of the proposed building. Please prowde a
roof over topography plan demonstrating that the proposed bmldmg ¢omplies with these
requnrements ‘ . : :

Please provide more analysis on the parking reduction request of 61 spaces (approxmately

.32% reduction) under Zoning Ordinance Section 9,104.F.4c.

Please be advised the abandonment compensation for the General Land Office Patent
easement is in the pracess of being appraised based on the City’s Valuation Policy. In kind
dedication may offset.as:compensation (see circulation comments below).

Clrculahon

14.

15.

Please be advised a dedlcation of an additional 5 feet alongthe McDowell Mountain Ranch
Road frontage for a.total minimum right-of-way dedieation of 50 feet. from monument line
to property line.-Sublifbai Major-Colléctor (DSPM Sec. 5-3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code
Sec. 47-10) will be required. Please revise all plans to show this ded:cat;on and revise all
calculations including open space and NAOS.

Please show the completioh 6f'the Major Collector cross section along the McDowell
Mountain Ranch Road site frontage — two lanes each direction, bike lanes, center two-way
left-turn lane. Match the existing completed Cross sectlon to the east (DSPM Sec. 5 3.100;
Scottsdale Revised Code: Sec. 47-10).



16. Please be advised construction of an 8-foot wide sidewalk along the McDowell Mountain
Ranch Road frontage, separated from the back of curb except at headwall locations or at’
other obstacles will be required (DSPM Sec. 5-3.110}. Please show on revised plans.

17. In'a pessible exchainge of existing.33' GLO right-of-way, please be advised-a dedication of 30
feet'of public right-of- way is necessaryto provide. access to the south. DSPM Sec. 5- 3. 100
Scottsdale Revised Code Sec. 47-10 will be required. Proposed NAOS must be removed from
any dedicated right-of-way. Please revise all plans to show this right- of—way dedlcatlon

18. Please be advised constriiction of a Local Commercial street along the eastern property line
will be required with @ minifum 24 feet of pavement-width, curb:and; gutter, and a 6-foot-.
wide_sidewalk along the:site frontage DSPM Sec. 5- 3.100; Scottsdale Revised Code: Sec 47-

- 10.

19. On the request for abandonment of thé GLOPE easements, the City does not:support this
abandonment on the property without a local. street plan approved for the area that
includes prowdlng public access to the.State Land to the south. Please work with the .

‘ adjacent properties’to provide this publlc access..

20. Please be advised SRC 48-7, 47-10, +:49-219: Off-site transportation, stormwater, #water
" resources improvements along property frontages to existing supporting infrastructure, with
associated dedications, required. Update site plan with off-site improvements accordingly.

21. Please bé advised SRC 48-3.+ 4: Land'assemblage:will be required for new parcel creation '
prior to permit issuance. Easements will be. requwed forany pubhc infrastructure runnmg
through private parcels. .

22. Please be advised under the Transportation Master Plan dedication and construction of trail
through Rio Verde Canal as determined by Transportation staff within project parcel
-boundarres Update srte plan accordlngly : .. .

+

Fire:
23. Access roads shall extend to WIthm 300 of all portions of the building (Flre Ord 4283
503.1.1). Please demonstrate compliance on the site plan.

t

24. Minimum fire lane width is 24 feet.{Fire ord 4283 503.2.1). Please demonstrate compliance
onthe site plan,

25. On-site fire hydrants required (Fire Ord. 4283, 507.5.1.2). Please demonstrate compliance
on the site plan.

_ Dralnag :
26. The Drainage Report has béen accepted-bythe Stormwater Department

27. The content:and analysis requirements for case or preliminary drainage reports in.support:
of more conceptual development applications such as general plan amendments and zoning
appllcatlons are not the same as those for case dramage reports in. support of development
analysis forthe former due to the prellmmary nature of’ these apphcatlons In accordance

~ with the City’s Design Standards and Policies Manual {DSPM) preliminary drainagé repiofts

~ submitted in support of the more conceptual applications should include a 50% level of
design and analysis including a preliminary grading and drainage plan to allow review and

- evaluation of the major dralnage elements relating to a proposed project by City staff. Case
drainage reports submitted in support of prellmlnary plat and development review
applications should include a 75% level:of design-and analy5|s including a preliminary



28.

29.

30.

grading and drainage plan to allow an analysis of the viability of the proposed project and an
iAn—deptf‘h' evaluation of the function and design of the stormwater management system by
City staff. Upon application of a development review application for this development, the
case drainage report will need to be updated to meet the 75% level requirement.

These issues should be evaluated and addressed as part of the Preliminary Grading &
Drainage (G&D) Plan for the Development Review Board case:

e The proposed detention basin on the southwest ¢orner of the site does not appear
to-have an outlet. The'City’s préference i$ that stormwater storage basins draln V|a
gravity. : S

° D’rainageb easements will be r_equir_ed for all stormwater storage basins:
. . 5 .. ¢ . . )

& The City discouragéé the placement of stofm drain$ underneath buildings. If
necessary, such storm drains must be oversized and/or mclude a duplicate pipe as
an additional design.safety factor.

e Show the limits of the existing FEMA Flood Zone “A” roodp’Iain.
. EXis’ting topo should.extend up to the western property boundary.’

¢ - The lines for proposed contours and proposed curb outlines look similar. Use
different line types-or line weights to differentiate. :

. Include a table with‘the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate- Map (FIRM) mformatlon per‘the
DSPM-(Figure 1-3. 11). :

'i'h'e City’s stormwater waiver-form should be included as part of the preliminary drainage
report for development review. The.Drainage Report should include a signed copy of the
Warning and Disclaimer of Liability form from'the DSPM {Appendix 4- 1C)

As stated in the prellmlnary drainage report, the development site is.currently |mpacted by

significant offsite flows and floodplain.originating at the north termination of the Rio Verde

Canal located nearithe northeast corner of the site. As such, the feasibility of the proposed
drainage plan and site layout for the proposed development is-dependent upon the
approval and implementation of the improvements as set forth in the proposed master
drainage plan for'this parcel and the two parcels to the east that will remove this off-site

_ flow and floodpléin affecting the development site. As a result, the approval of the

developmeént review case for-the proposed development will be contingent upan the
submission and approval of-the drainage master plan-and the satisfactory completion of the.
stipulations contained in the master drainage plan. While the drainage master plan is yet to
be-formally submitted to the City for review and approval the masteér plan will heed to

" address the following issues:which will be stipulations to the drainage plans a@pproval:

e . The Arizona State Land Depaftment (ASLD) must-approve the impacts to their parcel
located downstream of the proposed outlet.channel.

e ‘Westworld must approve drainage-related impacts to.its facilities in general
including the existing maintenance facility crossing of the remnant wash including
mitigation of adverse impacts to the same.

Water and Waste Water:

31.

Please submit the revised Water and Waste Water Design Report(s) with the rest of the
“resubmittal material identified in Attachment A addressing the review comments.



32. Please revise-water and wastewater flows to comply with DSPM 7-1.403.
Airport: A '
33. Please be advised an avigation easemerit dedication and a noise disclosure will-be required,

Archaeology:

34. Archaeology survey are still under review. Commenits will be forthcoming. The shown
preservation of the Verde Canal resource is a benefit to this project. -

Significant Pollcy Related Issues ,

The following policy related issues have been |dent|Fed in the first review of this application.
While these issues may not be criticdl t6 $cheduling the application for public hearing, they may
affect the City Staff’s recommendation pertaining to the application and:should be addressed
with the résubmittal of-the revised appllcatlon matenal Please address the following:

To address these comments, significant changes:are anticipated to the proposed building

footprint-and the site plan. : -

35. Per DSPM 2-1.303: a 24 feet minimum drlve alsle width is required. Please update.site plan
accordingly. , :

36. DSPM 2-1.309: Required Number of Non-Residential, Mixed-Use, and Multi- Family Non-
Residential, Mixed-Use, and Multi- -Family Residential developments shall provide a
commercial refuse enclosure for every. 20 units. For this developmerit, this equates to 22
commercial refuse enclosures. Alternatively, compactors may be. used as an alternative to
refuse or recycling containers. To determine adequacy and site Jocation of compactors if
propesed please provide the followmg on the site plan compactor:

e Type

. Capamty Compactor capauty conversion-equating to the C|ty srequired 1 -
- enclosure for every 20 units. : :

e Location . _ A
o Place the refuse compactor container and approach pad so that the refuse truck
route to and from the public street has a minimum unobstructed vertical
clearance of thirteen (13) feet.six (6) inches (fourteen 14 feet is recommended),
and unobstructed minimum vertical clearance above the concrete approach slab
and refuse compactor container storage area concrete slab of twenty—ﬁve (25)
- feet. :

o Place the refuse.compactor containerin a location that does not requiré the bin
to be maneuvered or'relocated from the bin’s storage location to be loaded on
to the refuse truck.

© Provide a refuse compactor container-approach area that has a minirnum width
of fourteen (14) feet and length-of sixty (60) feet.in front of the container.

o Demonstrate path of travel forrefuse truck accommodates a minimum vehicle.
turning radius of 45’, and vehicle length of 40

I



37. Although not a'requirement, recycling is an ameénity found to be desired by Scottsdale
. residents. Will recycling containers be provided for project and location?

38. DSPM 2-1.310: Update site plan with a 6- foot width accessible pedestrian. route from the
main entry of the development to each abutting: publi¢/private street that provrdes a
pedestrian sidewalk/multi-use trail. .

39.-Required fire lane turning radii are as follows:.25’ inher/49’ Outside /55’ Bucket Swmg
(DS&PM 2-1.303(5)}. Please demonstrate compliance on the site plah.

40. Fire apparatus turn-around is required at for dead-ends-over 300’ (DS&PM 2-1.303(8)).
Please demonstrate compliance with the site plan.

~ 41. Fire,Riserroom with exterior door required (DS&PM 6-1.504(1)). Please demonstrate

. comphance oh revised plans:

nghtrng Desugn

42 On the City’s Ambient lighting zones plan this property is within the Suburban Areas
ambient light levels. The maximum light level in the area type is 8 footcandles. Thé
photometrlc Submitted has: a maximum of 19.7 footcandles Please rewsed the llghtlng
i xtures to comply and submit revised’ photometrlcs

Clrculatlon

'43. Driveway spacing along Major Collectors is limited to’ 250 feet. The proposed western

drlveway is located less than 150 feet from the exustmg driveway to the west. The two
proposed site driveways are less than 150 feet'apart, DSPM 5- -3.201. Please show
compllance on the:site plan.
44. The eastern site drweway as shown will create Ieft turn conflicts with the 99% Place to the
north. The proposed driveway must be located a minimum distance of 250 feet from the
99" place centerline (DSPM 5-3. 201). Please show comphance on the site plan.

-4'5;— Provide sidewalk connections from:all parking areas to the building entrance and from the

- building entrances to McDowell Mountain, Ranch Road.

46. DSPM.5:3,123 E: Update site plan with-auxiliary lanes: 11’ wide left turn lane at all street
intersections on major collectors + afterials (McD_owelI' Ranch Rd. classified as major
collector at project’s location).

Techmcal Correctrons

“The following technical ordinance or policy related corrections have been identified in the first

review of'the project. While these items are not as critical to scheduling the case for public
hearing, they'will likely affect a decision on the final plans submittal {construction and -

-improvement documents) and should be addressed as soon as passible. Correcting these items .

before the hearing' may also help clarify questlons regarding these plans. Please address the
followmg :

Site:

‘ 47. Please provide zoning district of-adjacent parcel on the site plan.and show the-required

setback on the site plan.

48. Please show the 100 feet from the Smgle family district ||ne (centerline of the road) south to
indicate the maximum burldmg he|ght of 32 feet area (Zoning Ordinance Section
5.2204.C.2).



49. Please revise the Open Space plan to include NAOS square footage and NAOS locations.

50: Open space graphic splits parking lot tandscaping i in areas where xt is c!early street frontage
open space. Please revise the Open Space plan.

51. Please submit conceptual plans showing the McDowell Mountam Ranch street .
improvements along the site frontage. :

~ 52. Please submit,conceptual plans showing the Local-Commercial street improvements-along-
the site frontage (eastern property line; 99" Place alignment).” Vo

53. Please be advised that Emergency vehicle access easements may be required. .

Other: .
54. Please see cofrections.on the Iegai description and exhibit for the abandonment documents
and revise accordmgly

55. On the submitted Traffic Study, Page 9, paragraph 2 — If an update is submitted in the
future, please indicate that the stated cross section and speed limit is between 98th. Street

- . and Thempson Peak. Parkway. Also, please add that;McDowell Mountain Ranch Road west
" of-98th Street:and is an auxiliary accessfor WestWorld with closable gates.

Please resubmit the revnsed application requirements and addltlonal/supplemental information
identified in Attachment A, Resubmittal Checklist, and a written summary response addressmg
the comments/correctlons identified above as soon as possible for further féview. The City will
then review the revisions ta determine if the application is to be scheduled for a hearing date,
or if additional modifications, corrections, or additional/supplemental"information is necessary,

PLEASE CALL 480-312-7767 TO SCHEDULE A RESUBMITTAL MEETING WITH ME PRIOR TO YOUR
PLANNED RESUBMITTAL DATE. DO NOT DROP OFF ANY RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL WITHOUT A
SCHEDULED MEETING. THIS WILL HELP MAKE SURE I’'M AVAILABLE TO REVIEW YOUR
RESUBMITTAL AND PREVENT ANY UNNECESSARY DELAYS. RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL THAT IS
DROPPED OFF MAY NOT BE ACCEPTED AND RETURNED TO THE APPLICANT.

In an-effort to get:this Zoning District Map Amendments request to a'De\]e'Io'pment Review
Board / Planning Commission hearing, please submit the revised material |dent|f|ed in.
Attachment A as sooh as possible.

The Planning &.Dexfelbpment Services Division has had this application in réview for 18 Staff
Review Days since the-application was determined te have the minimal'infermation to be
reviewed.
These 1% Review Comments are valid fora period of 180 days:from the date on this.letfe_r-._ The
Zoning Administfator may consider an application withdrawn if a fevised submittal has not been
received within 180 days of the date of this letter (Section 1.305. of the Zoning Ordinance).-

f B
If you have any questions, or need further assistance please contact me at 480-312 4214 or at
dmcclay@ScottsdaleAZ.gov. ‘



Sincerely, . .

Doris McClay
Senior Planner

cc:
ATTACHMENT A ,
Resubmittal.Checklist

Case Number: 8-ZN-2019 and 5-AB-2019

Please prowde the following: documents in the quantities’ |ndicated W|th the. resubmlttal (ali
plans largéf than 8 %x11 shall be folded): '

Digital submittals. shall include one copy of each.item identified below.

One copy: COVER LETTER - Respond to all the issues. |dent1f|ed in the first review comment
-letter.

. One copy: Revised CD:of submittal (CD/DVD, PDFformat)

‘One copy: Revised Narrative for Project

Three copies.of the Revised Traffic Impact Mitigation Analysis, (TIMA)

Two copies of the Revised Parking Study /Ar_)_z_aly5|s y

REKR X

X

Context:Aerial with the,propose_d Site Plan-superimposed

Colc;r 1 24"x36" 1 117 x 17" 1 8% x 11"
IZ] Site Plan:
6 24” x 36" 1 11" x 17 1 swx1r
[ NAOS Plan: o ,
2 24" x-36" 1 arx17 1 8 %" x11”

X Open Space Plan:

2 247 x 36" 1 11" x 17” o1 8% x 11"

X Lighting Site Plan(s):

1 24" x 36" 1 11”7 x 17" 1 8 %" x 11"



B Photometric Analysis Plan(s):

24" x 36" 1 1rxay

Manufacturer Cut Sheets of All Proposed Lighting:
1 . 24” x 36" 1 11”7 x 17”7

B Floor Plan(s);

1. 247x38" 1 117 x 17"

_ Roof plan over Topography Map: -

1 T 24" x36" i - 11 xar

X Siope Analysis (Superimposed on a.topography map)

1 24" x 36" 1 117,177

D] Other Supplemental Materials:

8 }41].x 1111

8 ,1/2:1 X 11_1;

8% x11”
’ lfaA%iI.X 11-1; -,

.8 %u Xllu

Technical Reports: Please include one (1) digital copy with each report

E’ 3 copies of Revised Water Design Report:
E 3 copies:of Revised Waste Water-Design‘ Report:

Resubmit the revised Drainage Reports, Water and Waste Water Rebort‘ and/or Storm Wat_ér:

Waiver application to your Project Courdinator_wifh any prior City miark-up:documents.



SCOTTSDALE AIRPORT
VICINITY DEVELOPMENT
SHORT FORM

For development projects within 20,000 feet of Scottsdale Airport NOT located on an Airpark
taxilane or adjacent to airport property

The owner of developments within the Airport Influence Area shall complete forms required by
the City and Scottsdale Airport to comply with the Scottsdale Revised Code, Chapter 5 -
Aviation and the Airpark Rules and Regulations; and submit the completed forms with final
plans to the assigned city project manager.

Prolﬁ! Hame‘ % w m- iy Appé’q 21,97 lq
Site Address: w,
Contact name: A/ k Lm’, Phone-.tm 77’ - I ” l

1. HEIGHT ANALYSIS, CH. 5, SEC. 5-354. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

ﬂ( Applicants must conduct a height analysis for all projects located within 20,000 feet of
Scottsdale Airport.

1. Complete a height analysis for all structures, appurtenances or construction
equipment through the FAA at: https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal/isp,
click on the Notice Criteria Tool (left side). If you do not exceed criteria, submit this FAA
response from the website with your packet or you must complete step 2.

IF required by FAA, complete Step 2

2. Submit an FAA form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration for review
and determination. Please allow about 45 days for this process. A copy of the FAA's
response will be required prior to final plan approval.

2. AIRCRAFT NOISE AND OVERFLIGHT DISCLOSURE, CH. 5, SEC. 5-356 & SECT. 5-357

U Incorporate the Airport Disclosure for Development around Scottsdale Airport language into
the CC&Rs or other procedural documents and provide a copy. Exhibit A

An avigation easement will need to be granted to the city. If not already recorded for
property, submit a notarized Avigation Easement form with packet to your project
manager. Exhibit B

8-ZN-2019
5/13/2019



3. APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE . o

~ Signature:

Aviation Approval: ' Date: B ‘

Comments:
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'WINSTAR ' | 3 o

Harvey, Bill (Phoenlx) <hill. harvey@stantec com>
Wed 5/8/2019 12:49 PM :

To: mike leary <michaelpleary@cox.net> '
Cc: Koester, Mark <mark. koester@stantec com>

B 2 attachments.(4 MB)
WINSTAR _Part _77_Exhibit.pdf; FAA Action Plan reduced.pdf;

Good Afternoon Mike,
Attached is the FAA Action Plan and results of the height analysis, which | sent you yesterday.

You or your client wnl need to fill dut the Scottsdale Airport Vlcmlty Developmerit — Short Form. The
Height Analys|s under item 1 is the work we have completed for you. We utilized the Notice Criteria
Tool on the FAA site and generated the attached report and action plan.’

The FAA will require filing of a 7460-1, (see highlighted on the action plan). ‘We recommend waiting
until the Scottsdale Short Form has been submitted first, and then follow up with the filing of the 7460 1
shortly after. Informatlon that is needed for the ﬁllng is: :

1. Contact for Notice (Sponsor for off airport) < This could be a pomt of contact here at Stantec,
someone from SW Holdings L.L.P, or you.

2. Date:and duration of proposed construction.

3. Sketch(s)— Some of the.ones sent'in‘this correspondence.

The net result of olir analysis is that there should be no issue with the plan from an airspace -
perspective: The building is.clear of the Part 77 surfaces by 118 feet worst case.

L.et me know how you wish to proceed on the filing with FAA. ‘We can certainly do it anytime with a
couple of days' notice. Call with questions.

' Régards.

Bill Harvey
Senior Associate

Direct: (480) 687-6110
Mobile: 602 363-5922
Fax:
bill.harvey@stantec.
We've moved! Please update your records with our néw address and phone number:
1 . .

3133 West Frye Road, Suite 300
Chandler, Arizona. 85226




MCDOWELL MOUNTAIN RANCH - SENIOR LIVING 7460-1 Exhibit
Preliminary Site Rendering 2/6/2019




Alrspace Parameters

Airport Elev=  1510.3
Horizontal Surfece Elev = 16603
8egin Conical Surface Dist.= 10000
Part 77 Conical Surface Slope - .20
Dist.  Existing Maximum P77 P77
From Rwy Ground  Structure Conleal  Conlcal
. [« Elev . flev (+48') Elev  Clearance
MMR Senior Living Placemark 1| 10145 1529 1577 1667.6 |« 906 -
MMR Senlor Living Placemark 2{. 10165 1533° 1581 L B76

Note: Proposed Structure Elevatlons and Posltions pwyldeci by Cllent.

() stantec

1668.6




SDL Airspace: McDowell Mountain Ranch - Senior Living
Bidg Placemark 1: Southwest corner proposed building
Bldg Placemark 2: Northwest comer proposed building
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SDL Airspace: McDowell Mountain Ranch - Senior Living

Bldg Placemark 1: Southwest comer proposed building
Bldg Placemark 2: Northwest comer proposed building




PLEASE. CALL 480-312-7000 TO SCHEDULE A RESUBMITTAL MEFI'ING WITH ME PRIOR TO YOUR
. PLANNED RESUBMITTAL DATE. DO NOT DROP OFF ANY RESUBMITI'AL MATERIAL WITHOUT A
SCHEDULED MEETING. THIS WILL HELP MAKE SURE I'M AVAILABLE TO REVIEW YOUR
RESUBMITTAL AND PREVENT ANY UNNECESSARY DELAYS. RESUBMITTAL MATERIAL THAT IS
DROPPED OFF MAY NOT'BE ACCEPTED AND RETURN TO THE APPLICANT.

In an effort to get this Zoning District. Map Amendments request toa Developmént Review
Board / Planning Commission hearing, please submit the revised material identified in_
Attachment A as:soon as possuble

The Planning & Development Services Division has h.ad'this applii:atlon in review for 31 Staff
Review Days since the application was determined to have the minimal |nformat|on to be
reviewed. -

. These 2"? Review Comments-are valid for a period of 180:days from the date on this letter. The
Zoning Administrator may consider an application withdrawn if a revised submittal has not been
received within 180 days of the date of this letter (Section 1.305. of the Zoning Ordinance).
Iif'you _hav‘e any questions, or need further assistance please contact me at 480-312-4214 or at )

dmcclay@ScottsdaleAZ.gov.

Sincerely,

. Doris McClay
Senior Planner -



ATTACHMENT A
Resubmittal Checklist

Case'Number: 8-ZN-2019 '
Please provide the following documents, in the quantities indicated, with the'résubmittal (all A
plans larger than 8'%:x11 shall be folded):

X] Onhe copy: COVER LETTER— Respond to all the issues identified in the first review comment
‘ letter. :
Xl One copy:* Revised CD of submittal {CD/DVD, PDF format)

B site Plan:
wx36” 11" x 1’7"; B 8% x 11"

[X] NAQS Plan:

247 x.36” 11mx17 . 8Wx11”
X slope Analysis (superimposed oh a topography map)

24” x 36" ‘ 11" x 17"‘ : ) 8 %" x11”
[X] Cuts & Filis Site Plan

24" x 36" i - ‘ 11" x17" . . 8%" x11”
X Composite Factors Map

24" x 36" 117x17” 8% x11”
X] Unstable Slopes / Boulders Rolling Map | |

24” x 36" . 11" x 17" 8'?’/:" x 11"
<] Bedrock & Soils Map |

24” x 36" ’ ' 11" x17” 8 %" x 11"
) Scenic or Vista Corridor Plan

24” x 36” 11" x 17" 8% x11”

Xl Development Plan Bookléts



The Development Plan booklets shall be clipped together separately, and not be bounded.
Color . == 11"x17” 8%” x11”

., e 8%’"x11"-3 color copy on archival (acid free paper) (T6 be submitted after the
Plannlng Commission hearing:) .

i< Other Supplemental Materials:
(Enter submittal items here that are not indicated above, but are referenced in the comment
Ietter )

¢

Technical Reports: Please provide one (1) digital copy of each report requested

X _2  copies of Revised Drainage Report:

X 1 copies of Revised Storm Water Waiver:

DX 3 copies of Revised Water Design Report:

Y _3  copies of Revised Waste Water Design Report:

. Resubmit the revised Dramage Reports Water and Waste- Water Report.and/or Storm Water
_Walver appllcation to your Prolect Coordinator with any prior City rark-up documents.




